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Dear Sir/Madam, 


In the fourth edition of The Faith of the New Man, I wrote among other things: 


"In Man and Nature, I began to design the new image of objective reality, as it 
must essentially grow as an inner and outer act of the new personality. I will deepen, 
broaden, and positify that in a subsequent work, in which the new worldview will 
strive to achieve controllable accuracy, consciously comprehended reality, and ... 
exact beauty." 


This work is hereby presented to you. 


It contains a series of course lectures on "positive mysticism" or "visual 
mathematics", which strives through rigorous rationality towards visual 
reasonableness. I had requested all who participated in the course to keep me in 
constant and informal contact by asking questions and engaging in free exchange of 
ideas. My listeners did not disappoint me. In many courteous debates, I learned much 
from them. They have thereby contributed significantly to this book, and I am 
sincerely grateful to them for it. 


M. SCHOENMAEKERS. 


Laren, July 1914. 


TYPOGRAPHICAL ERRORS. 


On page 11, line 10 from the bottom, "veronderstelt" should be "vooronderstelt." 
On page 13, line 12 from the top, remove the hyphen after "ineengedachte." 

On page 23, line 8 from the top, "een Leven-zelf" should be "het Leven-zelf." 

On page 88, line 8 from the top, "de verklaring" should be "de moderne verklaring." 
On page 90, line 10 from the top, insert "te aanschouwen" between "niet" and "als." 
On page 114, line 2 from the top, "onmiddelpuntig" should be "ommiddelpuntig." 
On page 119, line 6 from the bottom, "planten" should be "planeten." 

On page 125, line 2 from the top, "die" should be "de." 

On page 165, line 3 from the top, "voorstellen" should be "voorstelling." 

On page 166, line 8 from the bottom, "plastisch-zelf" should be "plastiek-zelf." 

On page 168, line 9 from the top, "wijze" should be "wijzen." 


On page 173, line 2 from the bottom, a comma is missing after "geoefend." 
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PREFACE 


POSITIVE MYSTICISM. 


The New Worldview 


We want to arrive at a contemplation of the mystery of nature in this course. 
That means we want to perceive nature in such a way that the inner structure of 
reality becomes apparent to us. 


But what is this inner structure of reality? What is innerness, and what is 
reality? 


The inner is distinct from the internal. The "internal" is hidden from our view 
by its external shell and can be made visible by removing or turning away the 
externality. For example, the skeleton is an internal part of a human: cut a person 
open, and the skeleton becomes visible. The "inner", however, can never be made 
visible by turning away from an externality; on the contrary, it becomes perceptible 
precisely at the outermost externality or "surface." The inner is perceptible at the 
surface if we can observe that surface well, accurately, and entirely naturally. The 
natural surface of a reality is the natural and complete expression of its innerness. For 
example, the inner life of a person is not made visible like the skeleton by opening 
the body’s surface, but by observing that body’s surface well, accurately, and entirely 
naturally. Good portrait painters understand this: they reveal the innermost life of 
their model by teaching us to see the outer gesture (eye expression, facial features, 
etc.). 


The "inner" essence of a being always remains a mystery or secrecy, insofar as 
it can never be brought forth solely by removing an outer covering. However, this 
mystery is never artificial or forced secrecy. No, it is observable, it presents itself 
naturally to be observed, but on the strict condition that we can see its surface as the 
expression of its innerness, untouched. 


There could still be much to say about the subtle Dutch linguistic distinction 
between "the inner" (which relates to the "outer") and the "internal" (which relates to 
the "external"). But for now, this is sufficient. We have also asked what "reality" is, 
and therefore, I must also point out another subtle linguistic distinction, which we 
will often revisit: the distinction between factualness, reality, and truth. 


"Factualness" pertains to "matter" or "thing", and everything characterizing it 
as something that is "merely" a matter or thing, an inanimate matter, an inanimate 
thing. "Reality", however, is objectivity insofar as it functions, moves, lives, insofar 
as there is a living relationship between its various parts and the human knowing it. 
And "truth" is that same reality insofar as it has come into positive consciousness in 
the human. 


The entire purpose of this course will now be to bring reality within us into 
consciousness, and specifically into positive consciousness that can be expressed and 
verified. 


And how does reality come into positive human consciousness or truth? 

For now, we must answer: through positive mystical contemplation, through a 
contemplation that 

1. observes the mystery, the "inner" of objectivity rather than the "internal", 

and 

2. observes positively, meaning it perceives with sharp precision that can be 

verified by any person with a truthful disposition and sufficient development. 


I will further elaborate on this answer in this preface, which will specifically 
discuss positive mysticism. But we already know that mystical contemplation 
perceives inner aspects and outer manifestations, not internals or externals that are 
mere matters and not reality. Mystical contemplation certainly does not see mere 
matter. As long as something remains "matter" or "thing" to us, we only need to 
"acknowledge" its factual existence, apart from any "imagination." This certainly has 
nothing to do with mystical-human life. But as soon as an objectivity begins to live 
for us and gains direct value as living human beings, we must see deeper and more 
intimately than mere factuality. Then we must perceive reality, then we must perceive 
life. That life must become truth within us, and this happens only through mystical 
contemplation. Allow me a Dutch play on words here because it is so apt: Anyone 
who remains outside all mystical contemplation "renounces" the true, living reality. 
And conversely, if we do not "renounce" the true, living reality, it must eventually 
become truth within us through contemplation, through contemplation of the inner 
reality, through contemplation of the mystery of reality, through "mystical" 
contemplation, therefore. 


When I see living reality so intimately connected with mysticism, I have no 
intention whatsoever of advocating a "reconciliation" between mystical 
contemplation and rational positivism in the slightest manner resembling a 
compromise between faith and science. As long as there can be talk of a 
"reconciliation" between our inner mystical experience and our verifiable, rational, 
positive opinions, our mystical vision and our positive rationality are not yet 
completely one life. And where mysticism and positivism are not completely one, 
they will naturally contradict each other, must contradict each other, and 
reconciliation there would be a compromise, a concession indicating a lack of inner 
honesty, a lack of openness. Positivism will initially deem all mystical contemplation 
unreal, sentimental, and even deceitful. Mysticism will initially accuse all positivism 
of crudeness and even sacrilege. This is good: let that battle be fought, and do not try 
to bring about an artificial reconciliation. Artificial reconciliation is dishonest. When 
the struggle between positivism and mysticism is fully resolved, mysticism will 
finally prove to be positive, and positivism will be thoroughly mystical - and then no 
reconciliation will be necessary. Where two are deeply in agreement, reconciliation is 
meaningless. 


An example may clarify what I mean. What did "modern theology" aim to do, 
and was it right in what it did? Modern theology arose at a time when old Christian 


doctrines could no longer withstand the scrutiny of science. It emerged when doubts 
began to arise about the historical authenticity of the Gospels and especially about the 
divinity of Jesus Christ. Modern theology acknowledged this doubt and sought to 
preserve faith (which is fundamentally mystical emotion). How did it try to do this? It 
compromised some of the strict orthodox beliefs and compromised some of the 
rigorous, positive science. Faith had to concede something, and science had to 
concede something, so that both could live in peaceful coexistence: science would 
satisfy the needs of the intellect, and faith would satisfy the needs of the heart. It all 
sounded very nice, "reconciliation" was the slogan. However, if we listen completely 
impartially to the promise of that reconciliation, we must perceive something 
dishonest in that promise. By the word "dishonest", of course, I do not mean 
dishonesty in the ordinary sense. We can certainly consider the modern theologians as 
very honest, decent people who meant well for the faith of their congregants and also 
meant well for science. Yet, there was still a lack of higher, inner honesty: a lack of 
fully open recognition of the nature of human religious faith and the nature of human 
intellect. It was a pacification of human faculties that are inherently "absolutist", 
which cannot compromise, which cannot relinquish any of their advancements unless 
they deny their natural essence. Faith is uncompromising as long as it is honest. The 
cruelty of the inquisition and the stake in religious history is not incidental but an 
expression of the nature of faith, which is uncompromising as long as it does not 
conceal its own essence. Similarly, reason is uncompromising as long as it is honest. 
Reason simply cannot honestly accept contradictions. Nor can it accept 
incomprehensibility where there is still hope that the incomprehensible may one day 
be understood. Where faith and reason, when viewed deeply, where mystical vision 
and positivistic rationality come into conflict, they cannot honestly reconcile with 
each other. Their absolutist nature will drive them to a struggle to the death. 
Eventually, both visions will be lifted to the higher unity of positive mysticism, or 
one of them will have to yield and submit entirely, without excuses. A clear example 
of such submission is seen in the Catholic Middle Ages, where science was 
unabashedly called the "ancilla theologiae", the handmaid of theology. Another 
example, perhaps less familiar but even clearer, is Buddhism. The Buddhist perceives 
the concrete reality around him, which contradicts his mystical vision, leading to the 
radical consequence that he simply denies that reality. Sensory-perceptible reality is 
illusion, he says, nothing but illusion; color, sound, and all substance are illusion 
because my mystical vision dictates so. That is an example of the absolutism of 
mysticism, and anyone who has truly absorbed such an example will no longer 
advocate for "reconciliation" between mysticism and positive knowledge. 


No, not reconciliation between mysticism and positivism, but unity! 

Immediately, one might object: Mysticism and positivism reside in two 
different human faculties. Mysticism resides in feeling, while positivism resides in 
reason. How then can mysticism and positivism become one? 


It is true that mysticism resides in feeling, and mature mysticism dwells in 
mature feeling, which can be called "will." 


It is true that positivism resides in reason, and mature positivism dwells in 
mature reason, which bears the name "intellect." 


Because mysticism and positivism reside in these different faculties, they 
cannot be identical. However, this does not preclude their unity, their living, organic 
unity. My head and my hand are not "identical" either. But when my hand performs 
an action driven by a will originating in my head, then head and hand are one, 
organically united. 


Thus, mature mysticism and mature positivism are not identical but one, 
organically united. 


More precisely stated: A mystical worldview, if it remains consistent, will 
ultimately assert nothing other than pure, positively verifiable reality. 


Is that true? That will need to be demonstrated in the continuation of this 
course. For instance, in due course, we will provide a positive-mystical explanation 
of fundamental natural forms, and then we will acknowledge that positive-mystical 
contemplation alone can give us a verifiable and living insight into natural forms, 
whereas mere causal explanations can never offer us more than an understanding that 
remains at the level of factualness, touching only upon the internal and external but 
never reaching the inner and outer. Furthermore, even now, while explaining the pure 
method of positive mysticism, I can suggest for your consideration how completely 
human, how universally human, and therefore how objective this method is. Also, in 
discussing this method, I can already point out for your consideration how essential 
positive mysticism presupposes understanding, exact understanding. But first, I must 
provide a further explanation of those two words: positive mysticism. I assume a 
vague understanding of mysticism and positivism, and we all have that to some 
extent. However, that is not sufficient. To proceed fruitfully, we must first form a 
clear understanding of mysticism, specifically positive mysticism. 


What then is "mysticism" exactly? 

The word "mysticism" is related to the Greek word "mysterion", which means 
"mystery" or "hiddenness." Mysticism asserts above all that reality cannot be 
unveiled through external manipulation, but can only be seen to the extent that it 
reveals itself through its natural expression or surface; thus, the essence of reality is 
not a riddle to solve, a thing to dissect, or a comprehensibility to understand, but a 
mystery to behold. A mystery, I say, to behold. The inner life is not simply 
hiddenness, but a life that genuinely hides itself from all artificiality and equally 
reveals itself through all naturalness. Therefore, true love for the mystery of nature 
necessarily entails a rejection of all contrived secrecy. 


We can define mysticism as: the vision of the mystery or: the vision of the 
essence of reality, which is mystery. I say: vision of the mystery. The mystery, as 
such, is certainly never to be understood because it is the incomprehensible itself. But 


the mystery is indeed to be beheld, clearly and distinctly beheld, so clear that it stands 
before us as a reality, which we penetrate to its deepest essence. The mystery is 
indeed to be beheld, consciously beheld, so that we can construct its essence from 
within. Thus, humanity stands before all true beauty: we do not comprehend it, but 
we see it, we perceive it, we behold it, we understand it, we admire it. 


To understand the mystery, as such, is not possible. From the moment I would 
understand the mystery, that is, if I were to dissect and conceive the mystery itself 
into "components" or recognize it as nothing more than a link in a series of causes 
and effects - from that moment, the mystery would cease to be a mystery. In the same 
way, all beauty would cease to be beauty if I, in the highest knowledge of its essence, 
had "analyzed it into components" or "causally explained" it. 


The human must have understood much before he can behold the mystery 
positively, i.e., in complete awareness and perfect clarity. Certainly, no vague 
haziness is lifted to positive visibility without prior understanding. But that 
understanding is merely a preparatory step, it is nothing more than a preliminary, 
whose function ceases when the act of beholding itself takes place. As soon as 
humans touch the mystery itself in a human manner, all preparatory understanding 
falls silent and observation ensues, the observation from presence to presence. And 
that observation is absolutely not a "conclusion" of our understanding, not a working- 
through of our understanding, but an entirely new knowledge, a "revelation". For 
example, we must first understand the meanings of the words that appear in a literary 
work before we can fully recognize the work as literary beauty. It is indeed possible 
to vaguely sense that beauty without this, through the vague enchantment of sound 
and rhythm, but the conscious recognition of literary beauty requires preparatory 
understanding. The vision of beauty itself, however, is not understanding but an 
immediate observation that follows from understanding and yet cannot be "derived" 
from understanding. Similarly, we must be able to disassemble and reassemble the 
different tonal patterns of a musical composition before we can fully absorb it as 
musical beauty. It is again possible to sense that beauty vaguely without this, but the 
fully conscious recognition of musical beauty demands preparatory understanding. 
That recognition itself, however, is not understanding but auditory observation, which 
follows from understanding and yet cannot be "derived" from understanding. Thus, 
we must also be able to separate and integrate the lines of a visual artwork before we 
can fully "see" that work consciously. That act of seeing itself, however, is 
fundamentally distinct from all preparatory understanding. 


Human understanding stands to human grasping as the preliminary to the 
definitive. Human "grasping", however, is the act of humanly taking possession of a 
reality. And on which reality do we, humans, have truly human ownership rights? 
Which reality can we, humans, enjoy as our own? That reality which is the object of 
our contemplation, which we thus see through to its inner life content. Our hand is a 
symbol of human understanding and grasping. The palm of the hand corresponds to 
human will: our will is the center of all our life. The fingers of the hand correspond to 


our comprehending intellect: just as our fingers "touch", "feel", and "comprehend" an 
object before "grasping" it, so does our intellect comprehend before beholding; and 
just as our single palm divides into multiplicity in its fingers, so does our will divide 
into multiplicity in the analyzing, dividing, comprehending intellect. The grip of our 
hand after touching corresponds to human observation: just as through the grip of the 
fist the multiplicity of fingers becomes one again with the single hand, so through 
observation human knowing becomes one again; through observation, humanity 
stands again as unity of will and intellect against reality, his reality now. The unity of 
will and intellect is the consciously observing human, and his life is: positive 
mysticism. 


Not all mystical vision requires this preparatory understanding. It is possible 
that a person perceives the mystery of reality solely from innate predisposition and 
ability. However, such a perception, however genuine, will not be a fully conscious 
perception in complete clarity; it will be poetry of greater or lesser strength and 
depth, it may express itself artistically in particular taste and temperament, but it can 
never fully integrate with objectively verifiable reality. Such a perception, however 
genuine, can never validate itself objectively for all people of sufficient development 
and truth-seeking will. Because anyone who wants to validate a deeply human 
opinion objectively, in other words, prepare another for a deep human vision, must 
first have experienced that preparation in their own life. We cannot teach others to 
conquer what we have obtained without any effort. In short, unprepared mystical 
perception can be genuine, but it is not positive. The positive character of a vision lies 
precisely in its being fully conscious, complete clarity, and verifiable by all people of 
sufficient development and truth-seeking will. Therefore, positive mysticism 
demands preparation, intellectual preparation: preliminary understanding. 


I will soon discuss the method of this preliminary understanding. But first, I 
must ask you to deeply imagine the state of mind of the positive-mystical person, in 
order to distinguish them well from the "philosopher." 


The person of positive-mystical disposition naturally believes in Life as an 
overwhelming Beauty. They perceive Life as a beloved entity, to which they desire 
eternal fidelity, finding it so beautiful that they could wish for nothing else but to 
behold it perpetually, in its eternally changing charm. In this respect, they are like 
every person inclined to mysticism. But now I will explain what compels them to be 
positive-mystical. At the outset of their consciousness, they find Life to be 
profoundly unfamiliar: their sharp, lively intellect by nature makes any intimate 
engagement with incomprehensibility exceedingly difficult. They sense dark veils all 
around, and when they question their intellect about the meaning of these veiled 
feelings, it responds: "I still have so much to comprehend that remains 
incomprehensible, so much to unravel that demands a solution; don't trouble me with 
your vague, beautiful Life." They keenly feel the imperative in this response, for their 


intellect is sharp and their will is just—they will not force their intellect into 
unnatural silence. This is their inner tragedy: they know that Life is an 
incomprehensible mystery, they know their intellect can never comprehend Life, yet 
they yearn to be "intimate" with Life, they want to encompass Life because they burn 
with love, tormenting love. If they were a philosopher, they would comprehend for 
the pleasure of analyzing and synthesizing, the pleasure of better analysis and 
synthesis than other philosophers—the robust wrestling match of muscular intellect. 
But since their intellect is strong and yet they are not a philosopher, precisely because 
of that strength... now they allow their intellect to comprehend because they are just 
and thus do not wish to wrong their intellect. But slowly, in their world of concepts, 
their will becomes conscious, and their will becomes a conscious force that sees: sees 
that their intellect is now comprehending, not to comprehend, but ultimately to 
behold. Now they see their intellect unraveling the veils between them and the 
beloved Life, tearing apart the dense conceptual things between them and the 
mystery, but with no other purpose than to reveal the mystery untouched, unanalyzed, 
through the conceptual things... Now they have comprehended much, dis- 
comprehended much. And now clearer and clearer becomes the beloved Life, more 
naked and visible becomes the mystery they wish to see, perpetually seeing it in its 
eternal enchantment. They have not intellectually "analyzed" the mystery, but 
intellectually "undressed" it; now the mystery can reveal itself. And now they can 
show it to others as well. Because now they can teach others to comprehend what 
they have comprehended, comprehended strictly intellectually in order to finally 
behold it face to face. 


Thus is the positive-mystical person. And... thus is every free-thinking person 
of our time, more or less. The new thinking slowly taking place in all people who live 
humanely no longer comprehends just to comprehend: abstract philosophy is still 
here and there a pleasant pastime, here and there an intellectual display, but the living 
person of our time is no longer a philosopher. The living person of our time thinks in 
order to finally see in all their humanity, to see verifiable and living reality. 


Up to this point on the essence of positive mysticism. Now on its method. 


It is naturally impossible to systematize mystical contemplation itself under a 
method. A person naturally contemplates what they can contemplate and what reveals 
itself naturally. Contemplation arises entirely naturally or it is not contemplation but 
artificially induced illusion. However, preparatory comprehension can indeed be 
methodical. A person can freely comprehend under discipline, under their own chosen 
discipline, which provides order and direction to their thinking without compromising 
its spontaneity. While all true contemplation arises naturally, the comprehension that 
"positivizes" contemplation is not born naturally but demands both laborious and 
spontaneous (i.e., "mMethodical") effort. The method that governs this work is initially 
guided by two fundamental thoughts or principles: 


1. Listen openly and thoughtfully to the innate meaning of life's words until 


Life, which created those words, clearly speaks to you. 


2. Open your imagination openly and thoughtfully to natural forms and 
phenomena until you can contemplate them as unity of life's content and life's 
expression. 


To explain the first law, I distinguish between artificial words and born words, 
or life words. Artificial words are those we have made through mutual agreement for 
exclusively practical purposes or purely intellectual communication. Among these 
words are all so-called "technical" words. For instance, the word "telephone" is a 
technical word, an artificial word. It is derived from a dead language and therefore, as 
a word, is not directly integrated into vibrant living reality; it is only conceived to 
practically denote a specific object. Also included in artificial words are all 
exclusively scientific terms. Medical terms like "peritonitis" are artificial words. 
Words such as these are "made"; they serve solely to denote a particular medical 
condition and to discuss it intellectually, completely apart from actual human life. 
Such words are certainly necessary, and in a civilized society, we would find them 
difficult to do without. Even when discussing the most intimate aspects of human life, 
we often need to use artificial words because in a civilized world, even the most 
intimate human interactions involve intellectuality and practical mechanisms. 
However, these words do not provide a direct connection to the mystery of life. No 
matter how long we listen to words like "telephone" or "peritonitis", Life itself will 
not speak to us through these words because they are not born from Life itself. 
Artificial words convey concepts that remain concepts and do not transform from 
concept to emotion and from emotion to contemplation. 


Next to the artificial words, however, and through them, live the born words. 
(See note 1) They are spontaneous life in the strictest sense. They do contain 
concepts, sharply defined concepts, but these are concepts that do not remain 
exclusively intellectual; these are concepts that carry within them the living prophecy 
of contemplation. At the beginning of this discourse, I already gave an example of 
truly born words: innerliness and inwardness, objectivity, reality, and truth. Such 
words certainly have not been constructed through mutual agreement, but they come 
into being and they live, as naturally as flowers and trees; they are human life itself 
insofar as it digs up, must dig up from its innermost essence. When we listen 
carefully and selflessly to the natural meaning of born words, we are not yet engaged 
in contemplation: determining the pure meaning of a word is still "understanding". 
But that understanding maintains continuous contact with the deep Life itself from 
which the life words grew; that understanding makes us receptive to pure 
contemplation; that understanding disperses the mists between us and the mystery of 
life. If, for example, we understand well, truthfully understand, what objectivity, 
reality, and truth mean, then we certainly do not stop at the observation of dead 
objectivity. Then we remain in relationship with Life itself, which creates all 
objectivity into reality and refines all that is real into truth. And in truth lies all 
understanding; in it colors and lines the visible-one, the capricious-changing and yet 


one: the mystery. 


To explain the second principle, we need to distinguish between radical and 
non-radical analysis. Even in applying the second principle, we initially stick with 
intellectual analysis, understanding. The second principle demands an understanding 
that derives its material from an unconditionally open imagination, and then treats 
this material by dissecting it conceptually. With this principle, natural forms and 
phenomena are dissected in the human imagination in an extremely radical manner. 
"Open your imagination calmly and unbiasedly to natural forms and phenomena, 
until you can behold them as a unity of life content and life expression." This requires 
a conceptual dissection between the content of life and its expression. Only after 
consciously distinguishing between the essence of life and how it manifests can we 
perceive a natural expression as a cohesive whole of meaning and expression. This 
dissection is as complete and radical as possible. Therefore, precisely this profound 
analysis, this understanding, will not remain mere understanding but will ultimately 
transform into perception. 


To clarify this, we need to imagine another kind of dissecting of a natural 
reality that does remain at dissection. We can dissect a living reality, for example, an 
animal organism, intellectually into various parts. The Life will not radically resist 
that intellectual dissection, even if it is accompanied by a coarse-material dissection 
that separates the limbs and muscles literally. In that case, the animal organism will 
resist, but eventually it succumbs and is dissected. Now, after that coarse-material 
dissection, I can artificially reassemble the various components, but it no longer 
becomes a living organism: the one living reality is permanently dissolved into many 
dead factualities; and the decomposition will continue, which is the natural course of 
any organism when it no longer lives as one reality. I can also intellectually 
reassemble the various components that I have "disassembled", but thereby alone 
never arises a knowing of the one living animal. Also the intellectual reality 
corresponding to that animal, i.e. also my complex of concepts "this particular living 
animal" is, after the intellectual dissection, dissolved into many dead concepts for 
good; and that decomposition will continue until finally that complex of concepts 
completely breaks apart or "perishes", which is the natural course of any organism, 
including a conceptual organism, when it no longer lives as one reality. 


But with the radical conceptual analysis of a natural reality, things are quite 
different. Such an analysis, which distinguishes life content and life expression in 
human fantasy material, cannot remain an analysis because it is so radical. No 
specific organism protests spasmodically against such radical analysis, but Life itself 
resists it radically. Life itself radically opposes a lasting, radical distinction between 
life content and life expression. And thus it happens that after such radical intellectual 
analysis, human beings see natural forms and phenomena reconstruct themselves, so 
that they finally have to perceive them as a unity of life content and expression. 

An example: The circle plane is a natural reality that occurs very frequently in nature, 


more or less perfectly. Analyze that circle plane into content and expression. Its life 


content (not its factual content or "inwardness") is the center, and its expression is the 
circumference. Now try to sustain that analysis in your imagination. Try to keep the 
center separated from the circumference. Try to see the center permanently, separated, 
abandoned by its circumference, and try to see the circumference permanently, 
separated, abandoned by its center. You will not succeed. On the contrary: soon you 
will see the circle reassemble itself as a living reality; from the center you will see 
radial movement come to life in all directions, and you will see that radial movement 
align into the circumference, so that you perceive both the circumference and the 
center again as unity. This is a plastic vision of the circle that grows naturally within 
you after such radical intellectual analysis of center and circumference. Thus, 
humanity will come to see all natural reality as a vivid expression of life when it first 
dissects them so radically in open fantasy. 


Will our mystical vision truly be positive after this methodical preparation, i.e., 
will it reveal to us sharp, verifiable reality? 


Differentiate well between reality and objectivity. Objectivity does not reveal 
mysticism to us and therefore remains far from the scrutiny of objectivity. Things and 
matters, objects and little objects, we control through precise observation; we use 
measurements, weights, and magnifying instruments for that. That's how we control 
objectivity... and if we never rise above that, we "renounce" reality and all knowledge 
of reality, all true knowledge for sure. However, we control reality, living reality, with 
our own living reality, our own humanity. Not with our individual separateness but 
with our universally valid humanity. And what is our universally valid, living 
humanity? Our universally valid human sense of language and our universally valid 
human sense of form: Not a specifically artistic sense of language that speaks only to 
specially talented individuals; not a specifically artistic sense of form that only 
imagines something for specially talented individuals, but universally valid human 
sense of language and universally valid human sense of form. That's what we use in 
our control of reality because that speaks from living human to living human, 
therefore revealing universally valid life: objective life. 


Well then, our first law of thought appeals to that sense of language, our second 
law of thought appeals to that sense of form. Thus, our method provides objective- 
human control. 


Objective-human control. A science that speaks only to the intellect, strictly 
speaking, is not objective, not universally valid. It applies to all intellects but not to 
the whole human being. A person with a sharp intellect but coarse language and form 
sense is unevenly developed, abnormal, sick. 


Now I know that sense of language and sense of form, however universal, do 
not listen equally finely in everyone. The universally valid sense of language and 


form has infinitely many degrees of perfection. But this only means that there are 
degrees of humanity and therefore also degrees of purely human knowledge. In any 
case: our sense of language and form is born from our entire concrete humanity, thus 
maintains contact with it and does not float in abstract philosophizing or abstract 
fantasizing around us. In any case: our sense of language and form is our own 
humanity itself. So whenever in this course I appeal to sense of language and form, I 
appeal to you yourself. If you come to some insight through this, it has become your 
insight, your own insight, and belief in an external authority is completely excluded. 
This is the only way to truly communicate knowledge objectively: to subject that 
knowledge to the scrutiny of the human being, as a whole human being. 


And then: the sense of language and form is living humanity, which grows and 
practices itself. The sense of language and form is, as unity, the deepest human 
instinct itself, which is primitive and vague to begin with, but naturally tends towards 
mature and sharp consciousness, towards verifiable exactitude, in a word: towards 
positivity. 


To make the deepest human instinct positive, that is the essential purpose of 
this course. 


QUESTIONS. 


1. Positive-mystical truth speaks to the masses? 

Yes and no. 

Yes, insofar as positive-mystical vision does not necessarily presuppose a 
special talent (e.g., "artistic" talent). 

No, insofar as positive-mystical vision presupposes a love for truth so pure as 
is found only in a few. 

No, insofar as positive-mystical vision presupposes some "general 
development." 

Yes, insofar as all positive-mystical individuals emit inner thought-reality 
from human to human, and therefore influence the thinking and feeling of 
humanity as a whole to some extent. 


2. What is the difference between positive mysticism and art? 
The artist is a mystic to the extent that they behold living reality. However, the 
artist is not a positive mystic because their mystical vision is not methodically 
prepared and therefore cannot methodically prepare others for it. The artist 
cannot actualize their vision objectively and speaks only to like-minded 
individuals. They await "inspired" vision and expect others to wait as well. 


Certainly, the artist also requires methodical preparation. Their "technique" is 
the result of persistent preparation. However, the method of the artist prepares 
not the vision but its expression, after the inspiration. Therefore, the artistic 
vision itself does not become positive, even if its expression may be highly 
"realistic". Realistic art is realistic in expression and characterizes that 
expression as completely "authentic", without the slightest "exaltation". 
However, art, including realistic art, does not objectively realize the vision it 
expresses. Art, as art, is the unique expression of a unique temperament. 


3. Is the expression of positive mysticism not art then? 
No, strictly speaking, it is not art. While art, strictly speaking, is the particular 
expression of a particular temperament, the positive mystic endeavors in all his 
expressions not to be particular. The positive mystic aims for his expressions to 
adhere to the general, objectively valid humanity, which he embodies in 
concrete expression and deepens into living truth. Within him, the particular 
(the "individual") is presupposed and elevated to the living and concrete 
universal (the "personal"). 


The pure expression of positive mysticism is not art, but wisdom realized into 
concreteness and matured into vivid life, surpassing all professional knowledge 
and expertise. 


4. Is the expression of positive mysticism alien to art? 
Not at all. In art, she creates what we strictly call "style." "Style" resides in art; 


it is the general despite the particular. Through style, art is integrated into the 
broader cultural life. Style is a universally valid, mystical expression of life that 
incorporates the distinct artistic beauties into the broad cultural movement. 


I. 


COMPLEMENTS. 


I will now have to explain the fundamental meaning of a life word that we 
must constantly employ in positive-mystical language; a word that expresses a reality 
of life, a real life relationship, which is continually the subject of positive-mystical 
contemplation. I mean the word, the reality: tegendeel (complement). 


The explanations of this word may initially be somewhat "dry." But we must 
first go through some precise definitions and exact representations, even if they do 
not appear very "poetic" yet. We achieve positive visibility of the real mystery 
through a gradual growth process of our consciousness. Therefore, I ask you kindly 
not to rush to be "ready" too soon. Let our contemplation grow, slowly but surely. 
Above all, surely. Do not be discouraged by precise definitions and exact 
representations. The beauty of positive mysticism lies precisely in leading us from 
harsh intellectualism to beauty. But this is a beauty that proves resistant to all honest 
criticism from harsh intellectualism. Dare to engage first in the hard, methodical 
work of understanding properly. Then you will attain the human right of positive 
contemplation, which is no longer work but enjoying surrender, assured surrender, 
creative surrender. 


We thus need to listen to the word "complement" (tegendeel.) Let us first 
examine how we should, in general, thoughtfully listen to a native word in order to 
determine its true and living meaning. 


1. Word analysis can be very helpful in this regard. If, for example, I want to 
grasp the correct and living meaning of the word "ontwikkeling" (development), it 
would be very useful to consider that this word can be broken down into "ont" and 
"wikkel". The prefix "ont" in this context means: from inside to outside. And 
"wikkel" means: wrapping or covering. When I consider this, it will become clear 
that "development" metaphorically means: a movement of inner life that grows from 
within to the outside, surpassing a previous form that has become a dead wrapper or 
covering. This way, I will learn to understand the word "development" and begin to 
distinguish it clearly from, for instance, "erudition". 


2. Word analysis, however, is not a decisive means ("criterion") for 
determining the correct and living meaning of a native word. One single example: If I 
were to rely solely on word analysis for the word "onophoudelijk" (incessant), 
breaking it down as on-ophoudelijk (un-ceasing), then that word would mean: 
without ceasing; thus, it would have the same meaning as the word "voortdurend" 
(continuously). However, in reality, this is not the case. In reality, "onophoudelijk" 
means: ceasing and beginning again each time. For instance, we can accurately say 
that someone "onophoudelijk" (incessantly) annoys us, meaning they do not 
"voortdurend" (continuously) annoy us, but rather they stop annoying us and then 


start again. Incorrectly, we would say: the earth rotates "onophoudelijk" (incessantly) 
around its axis, although the earth does indeed rotate "without ceasing” around its 
axis. In correct Dutch, we say: the earth rotates "voortdurend" (continuously) around 
its axis. 


3. The only decisive criterion for determining the correct and living meaning of 
a native word is its usage in living language, tested against a thoughtful sense of 
language. 


We must unquestionably start from living language usage. If we go against this, 
we will end up hopelessly confused, and words exist precisely to enable us to speak 
clearly from person to person. I assert that we must start from living language usage. 
After all, the meanings of words can change from century to century. For example, in 
Middle Dutch, the word "slecht" meant simple, honest, straightforward, while 
"yroom" meant virtuous, decent, useful. Both words now have different meanings, 
though historically we can trace the close connection between their earlier and 
modern meanings. Given this variability in word meanings, we must rely on current, 
effective language usage in a living language, rather than usage that was prevalent in 
the past. 


Language usage, however, even living language usage, is consistently 
thoughtless. The "chattering crowd" says much, even profound wisdom, but it does 
not know exactly what it says. Life speaks through the language-creating people, but 
individual persons do not pay close attention to what Life is saying. Individuals are 
like the strings of a violin, singing through the touch of the artist's hand, yet unaware 
of what they sing. Therefore, we must indeed start from living language usage, but 
we must not accept it thoughtlessly: we must carefully listen to the expression of Life 
in the living word and allow the concept that the living word expresses to be 
delineated within us in sharp detail. 


And how do we do that? How do we clarify living language to sharpen its 
meaning within us? Are there practical and natural means to promote this 
clarification? 


Yes, primarily two methods: comparing "synonyms", and drawing exact 
conceptual representations. 


By "synonyms", we mean words that, when listened to inaccurately, have the 
same meaning. When listened to accurately, however, synonyms express different 
concepts that lack distinct content when listened to inaccurately. Listening for the 
subtle differences, the nuanced shades in the meanings of synonyms, is an excellent 
method for reflecting on our language sensitivity. Compare again, for example, 
"innerlijkheid" (inwardness) and "inwendigheid" (internal nature), "zakelijkheid" 
(businesslike nature) and "werkelijkheid" (reality), "werkelijkheid" (reality) and 
"waarheid" (truth). Comparing synonyms is an excellent method in applying the first 


law of our thinking method. The second method, drawing exact concept 
representations (See note 2), is generally not used in language education. It is 
employed in geometry, for instance, when clarifying the concept of a "circle" simply 
by drawing a circle on the board. However, this method is very important in positive- 
mystical discussions, firstly because it helps us be precise in our conceptual life and 
secondly because it helps us be concrete in our conceptual life. 


There is nothing as exact and simultaneously as concrete as a purely 
constructed, regular figure. A purely constructed, regular figure is exact and is even 
exceptionally suited to explain the word "exact", for instance, to clarify the 
distinction between "exact" and "precise." The word "precise", related to "précieux", 
means "to the point"; it designates precision in external or internal matters. We can 
say, for example, that someone is "precise" in their clothing, but we cannot say that 
someone is "exact" in their clothing. The word "exact", related to the Latin "ex" (from 
within) and "agere" (to do), designates externality as a precise expression of 
internality. It means: verifiably correct in externality as an expression of inner 
content. A figure without constructive content can be very "precise", but it is not 
"exact." This distinction is very important and is often neglected. How often is a 
representation called "inexact" or "vague", simply because it does not address mere 
external details? And how often is a representation called "exact", when in reality it is 
only "precise" in details? This widespread misunderstanding in our culture is partly 
due to an overly one-sided interest in empirical research. Empirical research, as long 
as it remains empirical, is indeed "precise" but not "exact." Pure mathematics, 
however, which as mathematics cannot at all be called empirical, is "exact." - A 
purely constructed, regular figure is also thoroughly "concrete"; it is even 
exceptionally suited to explain the concept of "concrete", for instance, to clarify the 
distinction between "concrete" and "tangible" in a metaphorical sense. A 
representation is "concrete" when it naturally relates to reality, when it thus internally 
collaborates in reality. A representation is "tangible" when it accurately represents 
immediately sensory data, but not thoroughly understood objectivity. Well then, in 
thoroughly understood objectivity, we always find purely constructed, regular figures 
as inner natural intentions. Because nature, however lively and capricious in its play, 
fundamentally works thoroughly and regularly, and indeed regularly in an artistic 
manner. As we better understand this, reality informs and verifies our concepts, 
creates and verifies our concepts in reality, thus concept and reality interlock into one 
human truth life. 


All of this will be applicable as we now discuss the important concept of 
"tegendeel." 


The expression "het tegendeel" (the complement) is synonymous with "het 
tegenovergestelde" (the opposite). Both expressions signify a relationship of diversity 
and unity at the same time. However, when closely listened to, they do not mean 
exactly the same thing. "Het tegenovergestelde" (The opposite), as a relationship, 
denotes that which stands "opposite" something else; this expression implies 


resistance, hostility. 'Tegenovergesteldheden" (Opposites) always stand to each other 
as affirmation and negation. For example, "production" and "destruction", "good" and 
"evil" are opposites, at least as basic concepts. On the other hand, "het tegendeel" (the 
complement) is, as a relationship, supplementary to something else. '"Tegendeelen" 
(Complements) stand to each other as two realities that enter into an intimate 
connection with each other, thereby being elevated to a higher unity. 'Tegendeelen" 
(Complements) are always in a relationship that can be reduced to the relationship of 
activity and passivity: for example, "masculinity" and "femininity" are 
complementary, not opposites. 


Now we need to distinguish between different types of complements. This will 
become clear as we illustrate the concept of "tegendeel" (complement) through exact 
conceptual representations. To allow these conceptual representations to develop as 
gradually as possible, we start with the conceptual representations of opposites, and 
then proceed in an orderly manner: incomplete complements, complete complements, 
and absolute complements. Consider this: 


Fig. I. 


Fig. I is a very simple conceptual illustration of opposites. By a and b, two 
forces are represented that move in opposite directions and in one line. Their 
directions are "straight" opposite each other. These directions appear to each other as 
affirmation and negation. The direction of the stronger force is "straight" opposite the 
direction of the weaker force, and will nullify the direction of the weaker force. If a = 
5 and b = 3, then only one direction will remain, namely direction a, with a force = 2. 
If both forces are equal, they will completely neutralize each other's directions, and 
"rest" will ensue. A simple example: suppose a is the direction in which a boat 
propels itself on a water current of direction b, and the total propelling force of the 
boat is 5 against a total current force equal to 3, then the boat will move with a speed 
equal to 2; if the current force equals the propelling force of the boat, the boat will be 
stationary. 


In this conceptual illustration, both forces must be directed "straight" opposite 
each other, otherwise, they do not meet each other as purely opposite directions. 
However, it is not necessary for them to be directly opposite one other and "in a 
straight line". The line direction can be curved, as long as it is a single line. Thus, I 
can also represent the opposites by Fig. II. 
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In Fig. II, I again see two opposite directions in one line. If a = 5 and b= 3, 
then the direction a will remain with a force = 2, and a rotation will occur from a to b. 
If a = b, then "rest" will again ensue. 


All of this will be a tangible, directly speaking reality for us if we are able to 
see opposites through these figures. There is nothing to prove here; it only needs to be 
pointed out or shown. See the illustrations in Fig. I and II: 


Opposites neutralize each other to a greater or lesser extent, depending on the 
equality or difference in their strength. 


Now we come to the conceptual representations of complements, starting with 
the conceptual representation of incomplete complements in Fig. III. 


Fig. III. 


The forces represented by a and b intersect at point c. They no longer work in 
opposite directions but in complementary directions. They do not "oppose" each other 
but "unite" at their intersection point. According to the well-known law of mechanics, 
the "parallelogram of forces", simplified here to a rectangle of forces, a new direction 
force, the "resultant", will arise from the union of a and b: d. As the dotted lines 
show, nothing is neutralized from a, nor from b, but the resultant is a new force 
direction combining a and b. This new direction d is the complement of directions a 
and b combined. I call a and b incomplete complements here because they influence 
each other in "mutual" activity and passivity: we can call a active and b passive, or 
vice versa, b active and a passive. The complementary diversity, the diversity in 
activity and passivity of a and b, is not "complete"; therefore, it does not bring about 
a complete complementarity regarding the nature of the forces, but only concerning 
their direction: the nature of a is not more active than b or vice versa. Thus, the union 
of both at c does not create a new nature of reality but only a new direction of reality. 
For example, if a is the direction in which a boat wants to sail on a water current of 
direction b, then the boat will sail in direction d. This is also intuitively clear to us if 
we can see through this conceptual representation. Once again: 


Complements create a new reality, new insofar as the complements are indeed 
complementary. This new reality is the complement of the entirety of the 
complementaries from which it originated. 


Figure IV now follows, showing the conceptual representation of complete 
complements: 


Fig. IV. 


M is the center of a radial movement, a. This radial movement consists of an 
infinite number of rays, some of which are drawn. The curved line b is a circular line, 
also with M as its center. The circular line b is naturally passive in relation to the 
radial movement a, and the radial movement is naturally active in relation to the 
linear movement b. Because the circular line (or simply "line" - because line, in the 
strict sense, means flexible, centripetal movement) appears from the centrifugally 
expanding movement of the rays from point M. The activity and passivity here are 
not "reciprocal"; a is active and b is passive, not vice versa. Therefore, a and b are 
now complete complements to each other: they are different, they are complementary 
in nature. For example, when a stone falls into water, naturally a radial movement 
occurs from the point where the stone touches the water, spreading in all directions 
across the water surface; from this radial movement, circles appear that we observe 
around that point. Another example: from a light source, radial movement originates 
in all directions; from this radial movement, light circles are born around the light 
source, lines of equal light intensity at equal distances from the light source. 


Of course, b is just one of the infinitely many circular lines that originate 
around the center M. None of these circular lines have a specific "marked" character; 
I drew one arbitrarily. The circular movement born from and around the center of 
radiation is not in itself a "definite" line, not a specific "boundary". In reality, this is 
evidenced by the fact that the radial movement itself is "vaguely" bounded, for 
example, by the dissipating water circles we mentioned earlier, or by the dissipating 
light lines around a light source, which regularly become weaker as the distance from 
the light source increases. What is "vaguely" bounded is not actually bounded, 
because boundedness is inherently specific [or “definite” ]. 


To return to our conceptualization in Figure IV: Just as a represents a whole of 
an infinite number of rays, b represents not just one circle, but an infinite number of 
circles. The entirety of a and b together is the "plane", an infinitely fine fabric of 
actively expanding rays and passively stretched lines. I say "the" plane, and by that I 
mean to use the word "plane" as a collective term. Naturally, rays and lines emanate 
from M in all directions, resulting in an infinite number of planes originating from M; 


a whole of infinitely many planes. However, we are not currently counting planes; we 
are characterizing the plane. And so, I said: the entirety of a and b is the plane, an 
infinitely fine fabric of actively expanding rays and passively stretched lines. The 
plane is obviously different from the surface. The surface is not a plane that has the 
additional property of bounding a body; rather, the surface inherently has the 
character of being bounded and being a boundary, that is, being the ultimate reality of 
a forming or plastic content. We will come to understand this distinct character of the 
surface more clearly. Planes, even infinitely many planes, lack the inherent 
"definiteness" that characterizes the surface as a surface, because planes can be 
bounded by a line, but inherently, they have no specific boundary and are not a 
specific boundary. Hence: 


Complete complements are fundamentally perceivable as radial and linear 
motion; they are, as a whole: the "plane." 


Now we come to the question of how we can fundamentally and constructively 
understand the natural appearance of a surface and the body bounded by it. I will 
immediately formulate the answer and then explain it: The surface with the body 
bounded by it is borne from the complete crossing or interconnection of complete 
complements. For an explanation, see Fig. V. 


The intersection point c is now an intersection point of complete complements. 
There, ray and line merge. We will later see how this merging becomes compelling. 
But that is a matter for later. For now, let's assume that in c the complete complements 
unite completely. What then will point c be? First: a ray that is elevated there, not 
disappeared but elevated to a point, a ray thus "determined" to a point. And further: a 
line that is elevated there, not disappeared but elevated to a point, a line thus 
"determined" to a point. Therefore, point c is a determination of both ray and line, a 
real determination, because its essential indeterminacy is assumed and elevated. And 
what must be the expression of point c? A ray movement and a line movement 


because c is a "point", a determined ray movement and a determined line movement 
because c is a truly determined point. In other words: The intersection of ray and line 
must be the real center of a determined ray movement, bounded by a determined line 
movement, or: from the intersection of ray and line the "body" must arise with its 
"surface". Here is an example, which we will return to later: The center of the sun is 
the starting point of ray movement, and around the solar center is a curved force line, 
the elliptical orbit of the Earth; the Earth arises, constructively speaking, from the 
merging of the solar ray movement and the elliptical force line of the Earth's orbit, 
which, as a line of force, must be thought of as existing before the formation of the 
Earth. 


If we thoughtfully absorb our conceptual representations one by one, we will 
begin to perceive the most natural emergence of the "body", the most natural inner 
"construction" of the body. The body, as reality, is not a "thing" or an "object", not a 
piece of severed substance, but a material depiction, a life that constructs itself from a 
center: a center that emits radial movement in all directions and around that radial 
movement, a specific boundary, the surface. The fundamental form of the body will 
be the sphere, the most regularly bounded radial movement. The definiteness of the 
body, which manifests in reality as more or less "compact", is primarily in the 
definiteness of the center, secondarily in the definiteness of the surface, and finally in 
the continuity of center and surface. This clearly states the distinction between a 
"plastic" center and a merely "spatial" center (M in Fig. V). The plastic or formative 
center is completely defined because the indefiniteness of radius and line is 
presupposed and actually overcome in it. The spatial center is only incompletely 
defined because the indefiniteness is not yet presupposed and actually overcome in it. 
The spatial center expresses itself in indefinite, unbounded space. The plastic center 
expresses itself in a definite surface. We see now that: 


The body is fundamentally perceptible as a depiction of the intersection of 
radius and line. 


Geometry speaks differently about planes and bodies, but geometry is also 
something different. Geometry aims to measure, and therefore, as geometry, it is 
perfectly justified in considering the "plane" as an object or thing, even if an 
imaginary thing, that has length and width. Geometry aims to measure, and therefore, 
as geometry, it is again perfectly justified in considering the "body" as an object or 
thing, a piece of matter, that has length, width, and depth. Only tangible things can be 
measured. But we are not learning to measure tangible things now; we are learning to 
construct reality internally in our imagination to create intellectually controllable 
constructs, so that later we can find those constructs again in the "given" natural 
reality and thus artistically understand that reality. Therefore, we should not consider 
the plane as a measurable thing now, but we must see it born in a natural and 
intellectually controllable way. Thus, we no longer say: the plane "has" width, but: 
the plane "is" width, "is" radial expansion. Similarly, we no longer say: the plane 
"has" length, but: the plane "is" length, "is" line tension. In the same way, we should 


not consider the body as a measurable thing now, but we must see it born in a natural 
and intellectually controllable way. Therefore, we no longer say: the body "has" 
depth, but: the body "is" depth, "is" depth relation or plastic relation of center and 
surface. Later, we will recognize that the directly sensory-perceptible, naturally 
"given" reality corresponds to the point, radial and linear movement, that we have 
now constructed. 


According to these considerations, we can now establish the following 
definitions: 


The body is: bounded radial movement from a plastic center. 

The plastic center is the intersection or union of ray and line. 

The ray is movement from a center. 

The line is movement (See note 3) around a center. 

The plane is the inherently unbounded unity of ray and line. 

The surface is the ultimate, inherently definite reality or boundary of a body. 
The spatial center is the starting point of inherently unbounded radial 
movement. 


Geometry is exact but not illustrative. We want to be both exact and illustrative 
because we want to "perceive" reality as plastic reality. Nevertheless, our 
considerations are closely related to mathematics, precisely because mathematics is 
inherently exact. Our "constructive" definitions differ from geometric definitions but 
do not contradict geometry as such. Positive mysticism is visual mathematics. 


We have now discussed conceptual representations of incomplete and complete 
complements. Finally, the conceptual representation of absolute complements. 


It is not chance that I discuss "absolute" complements here. This is indeed a 
very general and natural peculiarity of all human thinking: to reduce the relativity of 
natural data to absoluteness and then to find that absoluteness approximated in 
natural reality. For example, if we call a certain object a "cube", we know very well 
that this particular object is not an "absolute" cube; because an absolute reality is one 
that excludes all gradual differences of "more or less", and in every individual cube, 
there is always some irregularity to discover, a little dent or bump, which makes it 
"more or less" a cube or only an "approximate" cube. Nevertheless, we call such an 
object a cube because we as humans have the essential human peculiarity of reducing 
relativity to absoluteness in order to rediscover that absoluteness in nature. Our 
human instinct of thought is an indelible instinct of absoluteness and recognition, a 
conscious or unconscious belief in the existence of the absolute that wishes to reveal 
itself in nature. (See note 4) 


We are thus following a specific human instinct when we now speak of 
"absolute" complements. Let us orderly reduce the completed complements of Fig. V 
to absolute complements. The complementary relationship in Fig. V is indeed 


"completed" but not "absolute". This is because the complement of the relationship 
essentially depends on the distance from c to M, and that distance is not absolute but 
relative, arbitrarily able to be made larger or smaller without diminishing the 
completeness of the relationship. To reduce this completed-complementary 
relationship to an absolute-complementary relationship, we must therefore extend the 
distance from c to M to absolute distances. An absolute distance, however, is one 
where no "more" or "less" is conceivable, in other words, an absolute distance is an 
"infinite" distance. Thus, think of the distance from c to M as infinite. I say from c to 
M and not from M to c, because in reducing, we must start with what is most 
immediately "given" in nature. Natural reality, then, is immediately given as body or 
form or plasticity, as "tangibility". And plasticity lies immediately at the intersection 
of radius and line, not immediately at the spatial center M. Therefore, think of 
extending the spatial center M infinitely from c. What will become of our conceptual 
representation then? The rays to line b will become parallel, and consequently b will 
become a straight line. In strict terms, b will become an absolute circular line, so fully 
stretched out that it becomes a straight line. And a will then strictly become an 
absolute radius, because the active "stretching" from an infinitely distant spatial 
center becomes infinite or "complete". Fig. VI (p. 56) thus represents the concept of 
absolute complements. 


The absolute circular line is b, and a is the absolute radius. Hence: 
Absolute complements are observable as absolute radius and absolute line. 


In the next lecture, we will see that 


Fig. VI. 


the absolute complements must be called "time" and "space" in objective reality, and 
that time and space are accurately and precisely represented in Fig. VI. To the extent 
that the absolute complements pair together to form a plastic center, they must create 


a surface that perfectly embodies the character of surface, entirely as a boundary—so 
completely boundary that it not only "is" boundary but continuously becomes 
boundary anew, constantly dying and constantly resurrecting, growing and 
outgrowing, maturing and mutating into something else. In other words, as far as the 
absolute complements converge into a plastic center, they create living organisms 
with their growing and outgrowing forms. In the next lecture, we will also inquire 
into how we should name the opposites of the other concepts in relation to natural 
given reality. For now, it suffices that we have clearly understood the concepts 
themselves, each individually and all in their interconnections. 


Kk OOK OK 


The complements we have discussed so far are complements within objectivity. 
However, there is another form of contrast: the duality between subject and object. 
This duality is infinitely deeper both in terms of diversity and unity than purely 
objective opposition. Therefore, it is wise to express the deepest essential unity and 
diversity of subject and object with a different term than "duality." We will refer to 
the relationship between subject and object as "counter-being." 


Subject and object are complements, the deepest conceivable complements or 
counter-beings. Philosophy considers the relationship between subject and object as a 
problem, the problem, and thus attempts to "solve" it. This will never succeed, not 
because the problem is so difficult, but because it should not be called a "problem" at 
all. The relationship between subject and object is not a problem but a mystery, the 
mystery. To know a mystery is not to "solve" it but to contemplate it as far as it is an 
objective mystery and to experience it as far as it is a subjective mystery. 


The words "subject" and "object" are philosophical-technical terms. Their 
adjectives "subjective" and "objective" are difficult to translate into living Dutch. 
However, this is not necessary because these adjectives are increasingly shedding 
their technical artificiality and are becoming animated as international terms: 
everyone uses them in daily life. But "subject" and "object," as nouns, have remained 
philosophical-technical terms. Let these words speak pure Dutch, and they will 
immediately become more vivid: the "problem" of the relationship between subject 
and object will then shed its formal philosophical nature to become a mystery without 
formality, but full of human life. 


The "subject" is, literally translated, the "subject" (in the sense of grammar). 
But that word "subject" is also still scholastic. What actually is the subject? That 
which "does," which "acts," active movement insofar as it is active, in one living 
Dutch word: force. And the "object" is, literally translated, the "object." But that word 
"object" is also still scholastic. What actually is the object? The counter-being of 
force: receiving movement insofar as it receives movement, passive movement 
insofar as it is passive, in one living Dutch word: matter. 


The counter-being of subject and object is thus, in living language, the counter- 
being of force and matter. These counter-beings can be conceptually distinguished, 
just as all complements can be conceptually distinguished. But they cannot be 
separated. They are, in complete truth, distinct and inseparable one, intimately one, 
just as all complements are intimately one. We see and fully experience this unity and 
distinctness of force and matter when we see and experience them in their full, utmost 
reality or "boundary." After all, ina "boundary," unity and diversity of realities 
always come to expression. 


The boundary of force and matter is, on the side of matter: form. The form is 
the utmost reality or boundary of matter; the form is "the" material mystery, which 
we must make positively perceptible, gradually thinking and constructing, until we 
finally understand the forms of nature as material expressions of life. 


The boundary of force and matter is, on the side of force: consciousness. 
Consciousness is the utmost reality or boundary of force. Consciousness is "the" 
force mystery, which we have to live through "in" matter, until we finally experience 
consciousness as an expression of creation "of" and "in" matter. (See note 5) 


In consciousness, we have three things to distinguish: 1) the force of which 
consciousness becomes aware, 2) consciousness itself, and 3) the material form to 
which consciousness becomes aware. 


This is actually quite simple. Any person who hurts themselves on a hard 
object can understand that "pain" is an awareness of a force on a material form. Yes, 
it is quite simple as long as we do not make a problem out of it. But in all its 
simplicity, this life of force, consciousness, and form is still the full mystery of life, 
which can be perceived and experienced in all degrees of human knowledge, from the 
most primitive naivety to the most positive wisdom. This life can be perceived and 
experienced to the extent of positive mysticism, but it is also vaguely perceived, 
vaguely experienced in naive religious musing, and is enshrouded in the dogma of all 
dogmas: the "Holy Trinity." 


A dogma is often, besides doctrinal enshrouding, a true life-word, very natural 
humanity, which wants to speak but cannot yet speak in the comprehension of sharply 
defined meaning: therefore, it begins to stammer in colorful fantasy and dramatic 
representation. Such a stammering life-word lives behind the doctrinal enshrouding 
of the dogma of the Holy Trinity. We have to listen to that life-word just as well and 
in the same way as to the life-words that have already come to articulated sound. For 
all that is naturally human participates humanly in natural reality and truth. 


Let us then reduce the "Holy Trinity" to free and clear comprehensibility. Let 
us teach that dogmatic word to speak clear, living language, without diminishing its 
mystical content in the least. 


The Father, the first factor in the Holy Trinity, is the Force par excellence, the 
one Creative Force. 


The Son, the second factor of the Holy Trinity, is the Wisdom of the eternal 
Father, the Logos, the Word in an entirely inner sense, the Universal Consciousness. 
Of what is that Universal Consciousness aware? Of the one Creative Force, the 
Father, whom it thoroughly experiences as its life content. For the force of which a 
consciousness is aware is its life content, its force, one with consciousness itself. And 
to what is that Universal Consciousness aware? To the Creation, the Material 
Manifestation, in biblical language: the Holy Spirit. 


The Holy Spirit, the third factor of the Holy Trinity, is objectivity par 
excellence, insofar as it is moved by the one Creative Force, insofar as it is "sent out" 
by that Force. But reality as essentially moved or "sent out" reality is material reality. 
The average Christian will find it blasphemous if the Holy Spirit is called "material" 
reality. For the average Christian belongs to the "chattering congregation" that does 
not exactly know what it says when it speaks life-words, nor does it exactly know 
what it means when it says "Holy Spirit." He also does not realize that his Bible 
naturally symbolizes the Holy Spirit in fiery tongues, a glowing dove, an earthquake, 
and a thunderstorm, but never in a personality like the Father and the Son. Due to the 
ethereal, intangible, and untouchable nature of "spirit," the average Christian easily 
believes that spiritual objectivity and material objectivity are something like 
"complements" or "opposites." It is up to us to listen better to his own language than 
he can, without denying in the least the mystical content of his religious 
representation. It is up to us to know that all moved reality is "matter" in counter- 
being with the moving reality, which is "force." Everything that is moved or "sent 
out" is matter insofar as it is moved—no matter how coarse or ethereal it may be. 
Spiritual objectivity and coarse material objectivity are neither complements nor 
opposites, but different degrees of one reality. For example, insofar as the concept is 
moved or changed, the concept is also a material being. It is very ethereal matter, but 
still matter; it is not coarse, tangible matter, but still material, human material. For 
example, if I now move your concepts, arrange them into complete sentences, and try 
to deepen and internalize them, then I use your concepts as material, as materiality 
that I shape just like a sculptor shapes his sculpture. So am I merely suggesting here? 
No, I am not. I do not impose my opinion on you; I do not "suggest," even though I 
move your concepts. For while I move your concepts, I am moved myself. While I 
move your concepts, I am wholly moved. While I move your concepts, I completely 
surrender my separate individuality, sharply listening to the one Life that lives in us 
all; and, to know whether I am indeed listening to the one Life, I check my listening, 
my audible listening, with objective means such as exact figures and universally valid 
language distinctions of synonyms. "Suggesting" is imposing a separate will or 
separate opinion, and I do not do that; I avoid that as carefully as possible. I want to 
be moved with you, counter-being of the one Force, and thus I want to become with 
you spiritual movedness or spiritual materiality of the one Creative Force. Yes, 
spiritual materiality. Once again: Spiritual and material objectivity are not 


complements, nor opposites, but different degrees of objective movedness. Spiritual 
or "holy" materiality is materiality insofar as it is visibly moved, not by some force, 
but by the Force. When we speak of "Spirit" without qualification, we mean the 
moving Spirit, or the Force, which in biblical language is called "Father." But when 
we mean "moved" Spirit or "sent out" Spirit, our sense of language makes us speak 
not of "Spirit" without qualification, but of "Holy Spirit." That expression is, 
linguistically, a contraction of: Holy Matter, which is Spirit. 


Thus, the "Holy Trinity" speaks the language of our time and transitions from 
vague mysticism to positive mysticism. And if our rationality is lively enough to 
remain flexible and inspired in all its precision, that religious representation will 
become only more real and valuable as it begins to speak exact language. Through all 
the precision, what the old devout person heard will continue to resonate, when he 
unhesitatingly sacrificed his goods and blood for his faith: his faith in God the Father, 
God the Son, and God the Holy Spirit. 


At an appropriate time, with the help of the just explained conceptual 
representations of the objective complements, we will make the material reality 
positively mystically perceptible. Then we must become positively conscious "of" the 
essence of material reality "from" the essence of the force reality, which we will then 
experience as the life content of our consciousness, as our force reality. The essence 
of the force reality is nothing other than what the believer once naively but movingly 
called "God the Father," or "the eternal Creator," or "eternal Life." 


This is also an answer to those who ask, "What will we actually gain from 
positive mysticism?" Our separate individuality will gain nothing from it, but will 
become something through it: it will grow from individuality to personality, to a 
Human, who is positively conscious of the eternal Substance of the eternal Force, his 
eternal Force, his eternal Life. 


QUESTIONS 


What is the difference between 'aanschouwbaar' and 'aanschouwelijk'?" 


Aanschouwbaar (observable) is an objectivity, insofar as it is immediately’ or 
‘face to face’ visible and transparent, thus its exteriority 'reveals' the interiority of 
itself. 


Aanschouwelijk (illustrative) refers to all means that help us to reduce an 
objectivity to visibility. Conceptual representations, for example, that we have 
constructed into exact figures, are aanschouwelijk, not aanschouwbaar. They are 
merely tools that we should not cling to, but rather discard as soon as they have 
served their purpose, once they have effectively assisted us in observation. 


In this context, consider: 'voorbeeld' and 'toonbeeld' (paragon). A voorbeeld 
(example), if it is a good example, is aanschouwelijk (illustrative). However, a 
toonbeeld (paragon) is aanschouwbaar (observable). Thus the hero of a good tragedy 
is not an example to illustrate some virtue that we should "imitate", but an paragon of 
dramatically observable greatness in humanity. 


Il. 
THE SYMBOL OF THE CROSS. 


We have now listened to the word 'complement', also through precise 
conceptual representations. When these conceptual representations are concrete, they 
will maintain a living connection with the word they represent and with the naturally 
‘given' reality. The word 'complement’, once correctly and precisely understood as 
point, ray, and line movement, will begin to tell us how complements are realized in 
nature; for natural reality, seen as figurative movement, is nothing but point, ray, and 
line movement. In other words, once the word 'complement' has taken place in our 
consciousness through exact and concrete conceptual representations, it will tell us 
what 'this' and 'that' are in demonstrable reality, and then the general word 
‘complement’ will naturally specialize into more specific words to precisely indicate 
'this' and 'that' complement. 


Given natural reality is, as an observable reality 'to begin with’, a plastic 
reality, and this is observable as a unity of completed complements. Therefore, let us 
first consider Fig. IV, the first conceptual representation of completed complements. 
Soon, this representation will tell us that it actually takes place in the vertical and 
horizontal movements that we observe in and on our globe. The naturally given (see 
note 6) movement from the center of the earth (the movement of growth force), and 
towards the center of the earth (movement of gravitational force), we call vertical. 
And the movement around the center of the earth, parallel to the earth's surface, we 
call horizontal. It is thus reasonable to call all movement from (and towards) a center 
vertical by analogy with the well-known term for the vertical earth movement so 
familiar to us, a term that is continuously used in living international language. And it 
is equally reasonable to call all movement around a center horizontal by analogy with 
the well-known living international term for the horizontal earth movement so 
familiar to us. For example, we will call the movement that originates from the center 
of the sun to the earth's orbit vertical, and the force line of the earth's orbit itself we 
will call horizontal. This is not an arbitrary assignment of meaning to the words, but a 
reasonable application of ‘analogy’, a linguistic principle that we see continuously and 
very naturally applied in every language. 


We may, of course, also call the vertical movement "radial movement," because 
that is what it is; as long as we do not focus too much on the center from which it 
radiates and too little on the nature of the radial movement itself, which is "rigid." If 
we pay too much attention to the starting point, we think too much about the direction 
of movement and too little about the characteristic of the movement itself. With the 
word "vertical," this danger is less than with the word "ray." For example, when we 
speak of verticality on our earth, we do not primarily think of the earth's center, but of 
the rigidity, the steepness of the verticality itself. 


We may, of course, also call the horizontal movement "line movement," because that 
is what it is; as long as we do not focus too much on the center around which it 
moves and too little on the nature of the line itself, which is "flexible," perhaps 
"straight" but still "flexible." If we again pay too much attention to the center, we 
think too much about a direction of movement and local "rotation," and too little 
about the characteristic of the movement itself. With the word "horizontal," this 
danger is again less than with the word "line." For example, when we speak of 
horizontality on our earth, we do not primarily think of the earth's center, but of the 
line-like, the flexible, the naturally lying nature of horizontality itself. Moreover, the 
word "ray" is associated with "rigid" and "tight," while the word "line" is associated 
with "flexible" and "lying." If we use the words "radial movement" and "line 
movement" thoughtfully, the danger is also averted that we focus too much on 
direction and too little on the characteristic of the movement itself. 


But now consider Fig. V. What shall we call the movement that originates from 
point c, the intersection of horizontality and verticality? At c, radial movement and 
linear movement converge, and thus they will transform at that intersection into their 
common opposite: the body. The radial movement will now manifest from c as 
naturally surfaced or naturally bounded radial movement, which, primitively, must be 
a "sphere." How shall I, in the most linguistically correct and exact manner, name that 
movement which is, firstly, radial movement and, secondly, bounded to actual and 
complete specificity? I shall call this movement radiative. Here, we also apply 
"analogy" again. The word "radiative" is formed in the same manner as the word 
"positive." Why do we call the mysticism we are discussing here positive mysticism? 
Firstly, because it "posits," it asserts this and that and much more, but secondly, 
because it does not posit haphazardly like abstract mysticism, which fades into 
vagueness, but posits something fully determined, which we will ultimately perceive 
in physical form. That is "positive," isn't it: positing towards complete specificity. In 
this sense, we also speak of "positive" Christianity and "positive" science. Well then, 
the movement originating from c is, firstly, a radial movement, it "radiates," and 
secondly, it radiates to fully-defined, naturally bounded, surfaced corporality. 
Therefore, strictly speaking, it is "radiative." We may, of course, also call this 
radiative movement in good Dutch "representation" or simply "imaging," or "image" 
if we understand the word "image" in the broadest sense, in which even a primitive 
sphere is an image, and if we understand that word constructively, so that it conveys a 
movement from interiority to exteriority, a "reality" and not just a piece of matter, an 
"object" or "thing." Notice again that the radiative movement is the most complete, 
living movement and, with respect to its center, also the most "still," the most non- 
local movement. The vertical movement "radiates" from a center, the horizontal 
movement "deviates" around a center, the radiative movement "hovers" in a center, a 
plastic or image-forming center, a "soul." 


Now we need an appropriate term for the absolute complements, as depicted in 
Fig. VI. The essential and primary reality of vertical movement is radiation, 


expansion. What is this same reality when considered in absolute terms, namely, such 
that the center lies at an infinite distance? Then that center will be effectively thought 
away, and the radiating becomes raying, the expanding becomes space. The essential 
and primary reality of horizontal movement is circulation, a deviation around a 
center. What is this same reality when considered in absolute terms, namely, such that 
the center again lies at an infinite distance? Then that center will again be effectively 
thought away, and the circulation becomes progression, progression without 
beginning and without end. I say: without beginning and without end, for the line as a 
line may have a center, but as a fundamental line (as a circular line) it has neither a 
starting point nor an endpoint. When considered in absolute terms, horizontal 
movement is thus: time. Time, after all, is absolute movement that naturally has 
neither a starting point nor an endpoint; time is progression without beginning and 
without end: logically, we cannot think of anything before or after time. 


The absolute complements in and of objectivity are thus: time and space. Now, 
there is a particular challenge in conceiving of space as reality, and thus as 
movement. But in positive mysticism, we do not ponder over abstract absolutes as 
long as they remain abstract. Absolutes certainly command our interest, but our 
human, imaginative interest. We reduce the natural data to absolutes in order to find 
them again in nature, to see them "take place" in natural reality. For our broadest and 
also most human reality, the sun and the earth, space takes place as vertical 
movement in the center of the sun. For our broadest and also most human reality, 
space is the absolutely vertical movement as it takes place in the center of the sun. 
Similarly, time commands our interest insofar as its absoluteness fundamentally and 
perceptibly "takes place." Where does this occur? In the horizontal line, which for us 
humans is the fundamental horizontal line: the orbit of the earth as the power line 
around the sun. 


Consider now the real time: the movement of and within the power line of the 
Earth's orbit, through which time is actualized in the rotation of the Earth around the 
sun, the rotation of the Earth on its own axis, and all the essential consequences 
thereof: the seasons, the succession of day and night, the progression of years, 
months, days, hours with all their factual course. All of this denotes: concrete history 
or causation. 


And now, "see" the real space: the movement from the center of the sun, 
whereby history is stretched around its solar origin, and from that origin, receives all 
life development, observable as the expansion of the central solar life into an infinite 
number of rays. (See note 7) All of this denotes: concrete evolution or origination. 


Thus, we finally see Fig. VI as a conceptual representation of space (a) and 
time (b), which manifest themselves observably into concrete evolution and concrete 
history. 


All these reasonings are for the time being largely hard intellectuality. 
But they are correct, verifiably correct. And we already know that we must first 
understand, intellectually understand before we can achieve positive-mystical 
contemplation. And we also know that we must arrive at positive-mystical 
contemplation, if only we understand in the right way, according to the method we 
have explained in the Preface. Through this method, we maintain contact with the 
creative Life itself even in our understanding; it provides our thinking with verifiable 
order and correctness without distorting the spontaneity, the 'innateness' of our 
thinking into artificiality. I can now state this more concretely: our methodical 
thinking is nothing other than the reflection of humanity's growing thought as such. 
Everything that we have recognized and acknowledged here in attentive listening to 
the word of life and in thoughtful contemplation of conceptual representations, 
humanity has already thought and proposed, but in a vague manner, still indistinctly. 
Precisely in its deepest religious, most spontaneous, and thus thoroughly imaginative 
life, humanity has already preconceived and presaged everything that we now 
recognize. Our recognition is a re-cognition. I have briefly touched on this when 
discussing the dogma of the Holy Trinity. I must now emphasize this again. I am 
confident that I can demonstrate how our rigorous comprehension moves beyond 
mere intellectual rigour, gradually connecting us consciously to the still nebulous but 
profound thoughts and emotions of humanity as a whole. I am certain that through 
this process, our rigorous understanding ultimately brings clarity and verifiability to 
the emotions that have elevated the noblest aspects of humanity to states of ecstasy. 


Let's examine Figure VI again. You recognize an old religious image full of 
reverence: the Cross. Does this recognition hold the value of positive truth, or is it 
merely sentimental rapture, at least a longing for long-lost childhood innocence? Let's 
try to formulate this recognition as positively and precisely as possible, and as boldly 
as if it were pure truth, and then ask ourselves whether it still retains life in verifiable 
reality after that positive formulation. Here it is: 


"The Cross has evolved as a religious symbol within humanity and found 
dramatic-tragic expression in the Cross of Golgotha. This evolution stems from the 
same essential thinking and imaginative life as ours, leading us to the precise 
representation of absolute complements through the cross. Our new intellectual life is 
as spontaneously human as the old one. While it has become more thoughtful and 
reflective, it is not deliberately calculated. The difference between the earlier 
religious thought and ours is that the former was not positive, thus only achieving 
dramatic representation without verifiable truth content. In contrast, our new 
intellectual life has become positive, enabling it to achieve positive conceptual 
representation with verifiable content. The Cross as an exact conceptual 
representation is a rediscovery of the Cross of Golgotha. Essentially, it remains the 
same but has now become a human reality of fully concrete and conscious truth." 


Thus, no one can accuse us of using vague terminology to avoid the critique of 
rigorous rational thinking. On the contrary, we welcome that critique. When it is 


honest and open, motivated by a genuine love of truth, it can only help us to articulate 
our ancient yet fresh truth more positively and clearly, allowing it to integrate into 
real human thought. Let us now also present that critique as sharply as possible, 
giving full credit to its rationality. Ultimately, all it can argue boils down to this: 


"Apart from the question of whether the crucifixion of Jesus is a historical fact 
or a beautiful fiction, the cross itself is incidental. The essence of the story is that 
Jesus, the ideal human—or for orthodox Christian believers, the God-Man—died the 
most disgraceful death despite, or even because of, his personal nobility. The 
fundamental truth here is the tragic fate of the Righteous One or, in orthodox 
Christian terms, the supreme act of God's love, sacrificing His own Son for the 
salvation of humanity. I will even concede that for orthodox thinkers, Christ's death 
can be interpreted as a victory over death, as God Himself "died" and thus struck 
death at its core. All these interpretations can be derived from the story of Jesus' 
crucifixion. However, the cross remains incidental and has nothing to do with the 
essential meaning of Jesus' death. If asked how the love for the cross as a religious 
symbol can be explained, I would say that the explanation is quite straightforward. 
The cross was simply the instrument used by Jesus' persecutors to torture and kill 
him, or at least it was perceived as such. That is why the cross became the symbol of 
the Christian religion. If Jesus had been guillotined instead of crucified, perhaps the 
guillotine would have become "sacred," and Jesus' death would have retained the 
same significance." 


Thus speaks the truth-loving, rational critique, sharply and honestly 
formulated. How shall we respond to it? 


First, we can acknowledge its causal explanations of the cross symbolism. We 
do not need to deny that the cross is also a historical or presumed historical emblem. 
We do not need to deny, and we do not deny, that the veneration of the cross as a 
symbol has persisted also because of the belief that the cross was the instrument of 
torture for the Redeemer. However, in addition to these causal explanations, which 
we do not dispute, there is another explanation. This alternative explanation, 
alongside the causal one, is deeper and more profound because it touches the deepest 
stirrings of human life itself through a verifiable thought process. 


Allow me to illustrate what I mean with a very simple example. This simple 
example will highlight the core of positive-mystical explanations in contrast to 
"causal" explanations. 


If a person has taken their life using poison, the doctor is correct in stating: 
died of poisoning. This provides an external-causal explanation that is accurate. In 
addition to this external-causal, medical explanation, there is another perspective: we 
can also ask what specific emotion led this individual to ingest poison. 


If we can answer that question, we have found another explanation: the 


internal-causal one. This internal-causal explanation, a psychological one, does not 
contradict the doctor's explanation, nor does the doctor's explanation contradict it. 
Both explanations are accurate and retain their validity alongside each other. 
However, even these two explanations together may not fully reveal the entire 
situation. 


We can also seek to understand how this particular individual, driven by that 
specific emotion, came to seek death. If we can answer that question, we must be able 
to "empathize" with that individual. Answering that question would provide us with 
an explanation that views the event from its origin, living within its causality. This 
would lead to an internal-psychological explanation, which is a mystical explanation 
because it leads to an understanding of the essence, the imaginative essence, the 
mystery of a reality, in this case, a human being. 


Such an explanation could be provided by, for instance, a novelist or a 
playwright. This internal-psychological, or mystical, or imaginative explanation 
would maintain its validity alongside the previous two. It would not contradict the 
previous two explanations, nor would it be contradicted by them. 


Well then, without contradicting the external and internal causal explanations 
of the symbolism of the cross, we also seek a deeper explanation: an internal- 
psychological, mystical, and imaginative one. Specifically, an imaginative 
explanation that leads to controllable, exact understanding. Such an explanation is not 
impossible. As we shall see. 


We have created strictly precise yet naturally spontaneous conceptual 
representations of the objective complements. This process has led us, quite naturally, 
to the depiction of the cross as a positive symbol of absolute opposition, representing 
the deepest objective duality that must be present in all objective reality. This brings 
us to a human understanding of the symbolic essence of objectivity. Once we 
recognize the strictly spontaneous, completely unintentional, and wholly natural 
nature of this thoughtful growth process, we see this human process mirrored in the 
cross depiction. When we look at early human attempts to represent cosmic reality, 
aiming to fully comprehend the essence of reality in human, symbolic terms, we often 
find a recognizable cross depiction, even if not always in the form of "exact" 
conceptual representations. 


The old story of Paradise, for example, is a poetic and distinctly figurative 
representation of cosmic reality. Adam is the man, Eve is the woman, and Paradise is 
the pristine earth where humanity can live untainted. Here, we already recognize the 
cross: the tree, the vertical tree, with the serpent's body moving so characteristically 
horizontally. This vague imaginative representation of the cross is also found in the 
desert, where Israel, the chosen people, is threatened with destruction along with the 


human-revealed truth. Again, it becomes crucial to perceive cosmic reality in a fully 
human, thus human-figurative, way, and we find the same cross symbol: the Israelites 
can be saved by looking up to a staff with a metal serpent—a vague representation of 
vertical and horizontal movement, a depiction of the cross. It is well known that the 
Egyptians also revered the cross symbol as a religious symbol, possibly a positive 
religious symbol among the "initiated". In any case, we recognize our cross 
construction among the Egyptians as well. These are certainly not "causal 
explanations," and those who can only know the natural interconnectedness through 
causal explanations may dismiss this as unfounded speculation. But alongside causal 
explanations lives the mystical, the figurative, which explains reality as an expression 
of its origin. And this mystical explanation is recognizing human figurative life from 
spontaneous and exact, fundamentally figurative representations. It does not 
contradict causal explanations; rather, it asks for more. 


Thus we recognize the Cross of Golgotha. That Cross is not yet an exact 
symbol, not an exact conceptual representation, but we can still clearly identify it as 
an essential and not incidental factor in what the tragedy of Jesus shows: fully human, 
human-figurative life that seeks to behold not just a particular case, but the essence of 
cosmic reality. The sun and the earth participate in the drama of Golgotha because it 
encompasses the entire world, it penetrates reality as reality, it aims to make the 
essence of reality visible in human-figurative activity. Well then, the "cross" belongs 
there as a representation, whether exact or vague, of absolute complements. The cross 
symbol has not yet reached exact "understanding" even at Golgotha. However, it has 
attained a different completeness there: it has matured into tragic drama. 


What is tragedy? It is the apparent occurrence of Fate, of Necessity, in a human 
soul. That is what the technical term "tragic" means, as any literary scholar will tell 
us. But let us construct this fateful occurrence so that we can see it figuratively and 
precisely. 


The evolution, as vertical movement, creates history, as horizontal movement, 
and both together: the body. This is the deepest Fatality, the continual Must, the 
fundamental, inner construction of all objective reality. However, evolution and 
history will not always perfectly merge so that evolution reveals itself as the creator 
and completer of history. Usually, we only see history progressing causally, 
continuously carrying forward what evolution has created, without perceiving 
anything of an original, actual evolution that fundamentally "expands" a form, brings 
it to more perfect life. Until time has gained the tension that allows evolution to 
visibly fertilize it, or to use the classical expression: until time is "fulfilled." Then 
time becomes pregnant with new life, and that new life emerges as representation, 
revealing history and evolution as a living construction of harmoniously tense and 
expanded opposites paired at the right moment. The inner construction of that 
representation is the inner construction of all tragic reality, especially of the tragic 
personality, which is born because it must be visually born, cosmically fated to be 
born, since evolution is complete and time is fulfilled... and thus must also visually 


die in and through that same Fatality. Because a personality, whose birth is visibly 
connected with the deepest cosmic life, concrete time, and concrete space, is in 
visible harmony with that cosmic life: everything in it, including its death, will 
evidently be Cosmic Must. That is the tragic, precisely constructed: it is the 
revelation of a representation, born and growing and dying through the life of cosmic 
evolution and cosmic history in unity. Take that in deeply, and also consider that 
concrete evolution and concrete history must be imaginable, both exact and 
spontaneous, in the cross-representation of our sixth figure. And then say whether we 
should find the construction of the tragic on Golgotha as sublime drama, as sublime 
action. The Cross immediately participates on Golgotha in the gesture of that Man 
who dies because he must die, must visibly die, visibly integrated with the Must of 
the whole world. Yes, of the whole world. The sun veils her face, she participates in 
the general Must, and the Earth opens her graves and returns her dead to life... 


The drama of Golgotha is not yet an objective representation of the cross as an 
exact conceptual representation, but it is a dim prefiguration of it. Humanity has long 
vaguely perceived the natural reality as governed by absolute complements. It has 
long seen history vaguely as a horizontal movement, and its complement, evolution, 
as a vertical movement. Humanity has long seen beyond the causality of history, the 
creation of evolution, which is not causal but original. It has long seen that the 
causality of all events as causality is passive in relation to the active originality of 
evolution, which spans history, breaking through it each time the time is tense. 
Humanity has long vaguely seen that evolution breaks through causality without 
breaking it, to create a new, original life within it and to impart it to carry it forward 
in its propagating course - until again a new originality from the movement of 
evolution fertilizes history and people say again: wonder, wonder, that is more than 
cause and effect. 


At first, humanity saw objectivity as the crossing of evolution and history in 
primitive fantasy; later, it saw objectivity as the crossing of evolution and history in 
tragic drama. But finally, we must begin to see this intersection in intellectually 
controlled fantasy, in a positive, exact conceptual representation. That has now 
happened, that has truly happened for us, if we can introspect thoughtfully, 
psychologically, and humanly imaginative in the natural thinking and envisioning of 
humanity. Thus, we recognize our sixth figure in the Cross of Golgotha. Thus, we 
gradually come to understand that our positive-mystical thinking and envisioning is 
fundamentally human, imaginatively human, fully human, all-human - and not some 
special, deliberate invention of any individual. 


The tragedy of the Cross of Golgotha is a universal human tragedy that repeats 
itself more or less in every human being. We are aware of this, but until now we did 
not know exactly that this repetition in each person is an imaginative repetition, 
insofar as it is truly a repetition and not merely imitation. Even the ordinary Christian 
sees something universally human in the tragedy of Golgotha. However, if we ask 
them what makes the tragedy of Golgotha universally human, they might answer 


either that an individual who was both God and man at the same time atoned for the 
sins of us all, or that an ideal human being has given us the highest example of 
human virtues: courage, self-sacrifice, loyalty, and so on. 


But that is not the universally human aspect of the tragedy of Golgotha, simply 
because these explanations do not live imaginatively within us as universally human 
life. What an individual does or undergoes on our behalf, even if that person is "God" 
a thousand times over, does not live imaginatively within us. It is possible, of course, 
and it happens, that Christians are moved to vivid imaginative life, even to ecstasy, 
based on their belief in "vicarious suffering". However, this only occurs because of 
this belief, which they inadvertently transform into something entirely different in 
their religious life. The modern explanation, "that an ideal human being has given us 
the highest example of human virtues," is even further from all imaginative humanity. 
It is possible that this explanation helps people to remain virtuous, but it lacks all 
imaginative power. The modern explanation cannot even lead to imaginative life; it 
only offers bourgeois morality without imagination, certainly without mystical life. 


The universality of the tragedy of Golgotha does not reside in a moral 
framework of guilt and atonement or exemplary behavior, but in the embodiment of 
dramatized Cross symbolism, which leads humanity to a vague or ultimately precise 
apprehension of the mystery of reality as a manifestation of reality itself. It is 
precisely un-mystical and irreligious to primarily think of duties, rights, virtue, and 
vice when considering the cross of Golgotha. Moralizing without imaginative, 
mystical life has reduced the Cross to a burden or pleasure ("honor cross!"). 
However, the Cross is not primarily a moral burden or a moral pleasure, a claim to 
"honor." Above all, the Cross is a vaguely intuited or finally precisely observed 
construction of natural reality. It alone gives us a truly mystical morality, a religious 
morality, an imaginative morality because it alone teaches us the human act as an 
embodiment. 


A person whose mystical vision has once been positivized to exactitude can no 
longer see living objectivity as "objectivity"; they must see it as "reality," as genuine 
embodiment. Now, the cruciform construction is the construction of all genuine 
embodiment as such, which we will confirm as we explain the given natural forms 
(sphere, crystal, egg, living organisms) from the cruciform construction. The more 
the mystic contemplates the cruciform construction, the more precisely they see 
reality as embodiment. And as soon as they rediscover the cruciform construction in 
all-human creations as an all-pervasive, albeit unpositivized cross symbol, they can 
no longer see the living deeds of humans as anything other than embodiments, not as 
mere "things" anymore, but as embodiments, real embodiments. Because then it 
becomes explicitly clear to them that human reality, called "action," is also 
embodiment. Then, they increasingly positively perceive and experience that a living 
deed is not something that "fits" or "does not fit," but a "gesture" that happens well or 
poorly, that is "born" well or poorly. And that perception, positivized through the 
cruciform construction, positivized in moving recognition of the cruciform 


construction of Golgotha, is the principle of mystical morality: The human deed is an 
embodiment or gesture. 


To the extent that the deed is not seen as an expression or "gesture", it can only 
be viewed as a matter, a thing, an act "of a human" but not perceived as a "human" 
act. To the extent that the deed is not seen as an expression or "gesture", it is neither 
good nor bad, but at most decent or indecent. To the extent that the deed is not seen as 
an expression or gesture, it is merely an externality around the soul, not an externality 
with internal content, not an expression of the soul. A good deed is good as a gesture, 
it is "born" good from within. A bad deed is bad as a gesture, it is "born" bad from 
within. A person is good depending on how full their inner self is of living humanity 
and how they manifest outwardly. A person is bad depending on how they do not live 
inwardly and do not manifest outwardly. A morality that judges actions merely as 
externalities, good or bad, does not live, it merely observes people without 
understanding them. The "morale indépendante", the morality of "humanity" alone, 
which judges actions as good or bad regardless of their mystical or expressive 
content, is a brutal misunderstanding of humans as true humans. 


The denial of all purely external morality is a characteristic feature of all 
mystics. Drastically and propagandistically, Luther rejected external morality in his 
famous statement: "Sin boldly, but believe even more boldly." Calmer and more 
intimately, this sentiment is expressed in several statements by the radical mystic, 
Master Eckhart, formulated in the condemnation of Pope John XXII. 


(14th Thesis) ... "Because God somehow wills that I have sinned, I would not 
wish that I had not committed sins." He added that this is true repentance. 


(15th Thesis) “If a person had committed a thousand mortal sins, in the right 
spirit, they should not wish that they had not committed them.” 


(16th Thesis) "God does not prescribe external acts." 


(18th Thesis) "Let us bring forth the fruit, not of external acts that do not make 
us good, but of inner acts which the Father, remaining in us, does and accomplishes." 


That sounds quite dangerous. But in truth, it certainly does not say that our 
mystical insight remains entirely detached from our actions and brings no discipline 
to our deeds. No, mystical morality does not neglect external action; it states that our 
actions must truly be "externals" that vividly correspond to our inner being—not 
mere "externals" surrounding "internality." A person, precisely insofar as they 
contemplate mystically, is naturally moral because their contemplation is a vivid, 
expressive one. The mystical observer is moral without "intentional" goodness— 
which cannot truly be called good because it is deliberate. And when mystical 
contemplation becomes positive, it is positively moral. 


The positive mystic will indeed refrain from certain specific acts and engage in others 
because they positively perceive that some actions can flow from them with a 
beautiful gesture, while others cannot. Positive mystical contemplation, without 
"commanding" or "prohibiting" actions, devoid of any "law" or "duty," elevates 
human action to beautiful, full gestures emanating from the deepest intimacy. The 
"duty" conscience falls silent in mystical contemplation, but another conscience 
awakens: the conscience of the creative human, ablaze with the urge to create, 
dedicating all matter to reality and transforming all reality into truth. 


We all know that all morality, as living morality, is love. But what ultimately is 
love? Is it what has been barbarically termed "altruism," a reciprocal service without 
deeper, mystical content? No! Love is above all contemplation. People who cannot 
truly contemplate each other may support and help each other in reciprocal service, 
but they cannot love each other. Conversely, what we truly contemplate, we love 
because we contemplate it. For contemplated reality is penetrated reality, and 
penetrated reality is beauty, and beauty is the inherent object of love. Through 
contemplation, and through contemplation alone, our love extends to humans, 
animals, plants, and the entire vast cosmos. Our inner poverty lies precisely in our 
ability to understand much and to look at much, but to contemplate so very little. This 
is why our love is so meager. This is why we exchange creative love for reciprocal 
service. 


This is once again an answer to those who ask what positive mysticism will 
actually give us: it gives us the mystical conscience, the creative conscience, the love 
conscience—a living morality that sees and creates beauty. 


QUESTIONS. 


Is the positive effect of our method in explaining the symbolism of the Cross 
reversible? I mean: Having understood the story of Jesus' crucifixion to be positive- 
mystical Cross symbolism, can we now reverse it and positivize the crucifixion itself 
as "history"? Can we thereby gain certainty about the actual event of Jesus' death? 
Historical science doubts the factual occurrence of Jesus' crucifixion. Does positive- 
mystical insight have anything to say about this history as factuality? 


It's true that all living human events are fundamentally borne out of mystical 
contemplation, whether vague or positive mystical contemplation. Therefore, from 
precise mystical insight, we should be able to see the creation of human factualities. 
Just as a novelist or playwright can see the factual events of a person, given a 
particular individual, so must exact mystical insight be able to see the factual events 
of the Human, given not a particular individual, but the Human as Human. However, 
mystical insight, especially positive mystical insight, does not concern itself with a 
separate fact as such. Positive mystical insight must even call a separate fact as such 
an "illusion." As mystical insight becomes more perfect, it increasingly sees facts as 
they truly are: as one continuous, concrete movement in time, one continuous rhythm 
full of variation and unity. Mystical insight sees history as "music," one music. Just as 
the musician as artist does not listen to a particular note but to the continuous 
movement of tones in one musical life, so mystical insight does not see a separate, 
isolated fact as a piece of concrete time, but the continuous movement of factuality, 
its continuous, horizontal, concrete movement in time. Precisely the mystical reality 
of history forbids us from assuming that positive mystical insight could provide us 
with information about some individual event as such. It is also a revelation of the 
mystical reality of the Cross that we are increasingly left uncertain about the separate 
fact or non-fact of Jesus' crucifixion. Mystical life itself obliterates individual facts as 
separate facts, so that we can no longer say with historical documents in hand: see, 
this happened and that did not. Mystical insight "sings" factuality, "sings" history in a 
continuous rhythm. For mystical insight, an individual fact as such is at most 
"objectivity," but not reality and certainly not truth. 


Il. 


FUNDAMENTAL NATURAL FORMS. 


In the Preface, we stated that our method of thought "to begin with" is 
governed by two fundamental ideas or laws of thought (p. 20). Quite naturally, we 
have reduced these two fundamental ideas to a single one, which defines the life of 
truth. Truth is: to reduce the relativity of the natural datum to absoluteness in order to 
rediscover that absoluteness within the natural datum. Let us further explain this 
definition in order to proceed to the positive-mystical explanation of the fundamental 
natural forms. 


The data of nature are relative, primarily relative forms or bodies. These 
relative forms make "impressions" on our perceptual faculties. These impressions as 
such are certainly not yet "truth"; they are only "material," they are no more than 
representations of "factualities." And even if we carefully observe these relativity of 
the natural data, with or without instruments, providing us with "precise" details of all 
possible specifics of the factualities they represent, they still remain factualities. 
While we may observe the relativity of the natural data very accurately, precision is 
indeed highly necessary for the affirmation of truth, but precision alone is by no 
means truth in the remotest sense. 


But no thinking human being stops at the impressions of relative natural data. 
Every thinking human being more or less reduces those relative data to absolutes. 
Insofar as we do that, those impressions begin to live in us humanly, in other words, 
insofar as we do that, the factual nature impressions transform from factuality to 
reality. And our human life itself compels us to do so; a specifically human instinct 
seizes those impressions and "stylizes" them into absolutes. For example, when a 
mathematics teacher draws a very imperfect circle on the board, it is effortless for the 
students to reduce that very relative circle to an absolute one, and the teacher can 
easily show them from that lumpy circle what a "diameter" and what a "tangent" is 
(See note 8). This happens because it is a specifically and inalienably human instinct 
to reduce relativity to absoluteness. This turns factuality into human life within us, 
into human reality. But reality alone is not truth. As long as humans remain in 
absolutes, they experience "only" reality and not truth. Only when they reduce 
relative natural data to absolutes to rediscover those absolutes within the given 
nature, do they experience truth. For example, if through the relative roundness of 
water droplets hanging from tree leaves, we naturally arrive at the conceptual 
representation of the perfectly round circle, we experience "reality". However, when 
we then return to the relative natural data to relate it to our human absoluteness and 
say "Water droplets have a natural tendency towards perfect spherical formation, they 
would be perfectly round in absolute freedom" - then we have experienced and 
expressed complete truth. 


The positive mystic not only knows all this, but systematically elaborates upon 
it, and in that respect, he stands in stark contrast to the empiricist. The empiricist 
strives to sharpen the impressions of relative natural data as much as possible. He 
precisely registers every detail of those impressions, and only when he has extensive 
and precise impression-material at his disposal does he attempt to organize them all 
under a "hypothesis," to fit them into one law. For the empiricist as such, detailed 
observation of the relative precedes, and then comes an "explanation," through which 
ultimately all those details are brought back into order. However, the positive mystic 
immediately follows his human instinct, which leads him to reduce relativity to 
absoluteness. He follows this instinct thoughtfully, carefully checking himself with 
objective discernment of language synonyms and precisely constructed figures. 
Following the instinct for human absoluteness is just as precise for the positive 
mystic as the "observation" and "ascertainment" are for the empiricist. Yet the 
precision of the positive mystic is the precision of a matured inner-human instinctive 
thinking, whereas the precision of the empiricist is merely the precision of 
professional skill and expertise. The empiricist is "precise," while the positive mystic 
is "exact." 


The positive mystic does not neglect the specifics of nature any more than the 
empiricist. However, while detailed observation precedes for the empiricist, it follows 
for the positive mystic. Indeed, the positive mystic reduces relative natural data to 
absolutes in order to rediscover those absolutes within the given nature. He finds his 
absolute conceptual representation "approximately" there. And precisely this absolute 
conceptual representation allows him to perceive the specifics of nature even more 
purely. I say "perceive" and not just "observe". The empiricist observes the specifics 
of nature; he looks at them, meticulously so, but it is still just "looking", not 
"perceiving", not "seeing through". More specifically: the empiricist does realize that 
all the specifics of nature are ultimately expressions of one life. But this realization 
for him leads only to a mere abstraction, a natural law or hypothesis. His separate 
impressions of the specifics of nature remain alongside that law or hypothesis as 
separate impressions; they are not sensually perceivable integrated within that law or 
hypothesis. However, for the positive mystic, those impressions are sensually 
perceivable integrated within his experience of the one life, so that he finally 
"perceives" all natural forms, including the specifics of nature, as manifold gestures 
of and within the one life. And he perceives them very precisely. The observation of 
the specifics of nature by the empiricist is meticulous; the perception of the specifics 
of nature by the positive mystic is equally meticulous but of an entirely different 
nature. The observation of the empiricist describes; the perception of the positive 
mystic characterizes. The positive mystic endows the vision of the visual artist, who 
perceives very precisely but does not recognize truth-value in mere precise "looking" 
alone. 


All these remarks will have their effect as we now proceed to give a positive- 
mystic explanation of the fundamental natural forms. 


Forms, as forms, are bodies. We have already seen that bodies are depicted as 
unions of completed opposites. Therefore, we must recognize the fundamental natural 
forms as fundamental unions of completed opposites. 


The two fundamental, completed opposites that shape our Earth and all earthly 
things are: the horizontal force line of the Earth's orbit around the sun, and the 
vertical deep-spacial radial movement emanating from the sun's center. These 
fundamental opposites, insofar as they live within and upon our Earth, will always be 
conceivable as a "cross," an angularity of strict radius and straight line. I say 
"straight" line. Because even if we take the part of the curved Earth orbit line so large 
that it intersects the entire globe and depicts the Earth itself along with its vertical 
counterpart, that part of the force line will still not noticeably deviate from a straight 
line. Though that force line is essentially curved, it will not be "noticeably" curved as 
it is realized on our Earth, because there it can only be a very small part of the whole 
force line. 


Thus, the inner construction of all earthly forms must be observable as a cross- 
life. And the intersection of that cross, the intersection of horizontal and vertical 
movement, the intersection of concrete history and concrete evolution, that 
intersection must be observable as the plastic center, the "soul" of earthly forms or 
bodies. 


The Sphere. 


It is well-known in physics that all masses of matter tend to assume a spherical 
form. This spherical form is realized when the mass of matter is completely "free," 
meaning it is internally pliable in shape and also free from any external constraint. A 
falling water droplet deviates somewhat from the spherical form, but this is because, 
although internally pliable in shape, it is not externally "free" during its fall; instead, 
it is stretched and tapered by friction with the air. Similarly, a hanging water droplet 
also deviates somewhat from the spherical form because, although internally pliable 
in shape, it is not free from external influence; for instance, it adheres to a leaf and 
thus becomes somewhat elongated due to gravity while hanging. However, a 
completely free mass of matter is perfectly spherical. 


Now, how does empirical physics explain this free spherical form? I pose this 
question not because I am primarily interested in critiquing the empirical explanation, 
but rather to clarify the positive-mystical explanation later, including by comparing it 
with the explanation of empirical physics. 


Physics explains the spherical shape so far through "cohesion" and 
"equilibrium." "Cohesion" or the "force of cohesion" holds together the different 
particles of the same substance into one mass. Because cohesion seeks "equilibrium," 


it holds the substance together in a mass that assumes a spherical shape. Fig. VII 
illustrates this explanation visually. 
Suppose the circle in Fig. VII represents the cross-section of a free mass of substance. 


Then cohesion acts at the surface of the mass in the direction of an infinite number of 
radii, all pointing toward the center ccc. Cohesion, regarding the nature of the 
substance, is equally strong everywhere on the surface because the substance is 
assumed to be the same substance of uniform density, such as water. Now, if the 
distance from the surface to c is equal everywhere, meaning the mass 


is perfectly spherical, cohesion at the surface will also be equally strong everywhere 
in terms of the quantity of substance. Therefore, the spherical shape is the 
fundamental equilibrium form of the free mass of substance because in a sphere, 
cohesion drives the surface of that mass toward the center of mass equally 
everywhere. 


Is this a satisfying explanation? 
Yes and no. 


Yes, as far as we consider the natural, free sphere as a "thing", an inanimate 
object, a lifeless "matter". As long as we exclusively view the free sphere from a 
practical standpoint, this explanation satisfies us. 


But it no longer satisfies us once we see the natural, free spherical mass as 
"reality", as something that functions, lives, and therefore constructs itself from 
within. 


Compare Fig. VII with Fig. I. Then you will notice that the rays in Fig. VII are 
each other's opposites that neutralize each other, rather than complements that 
creatively complement each other. For example, a is opposed to a’, and b is opposed 
to b'. There is no other difference between the rays than their direction, and the 
directions of the rays are directly diametrically opposite to each other. In c, there will 
be stillness, lifeless stillness, and the "equilibrium" of the spherical form now appears 
to be nothing more than a continual falling towards c, the lifeless resting point that, 
because it is a dead resting point, cannot be a meeting point of opposites, not even of 
incomplete opposites. According to the explanation by cohesion equilibrium, the 
entire free spherical form is a lifeless thing, which remains a thing and specifically a 
spherical thing precisely because it does not live. This explanation is "practical" and 
it "fits" or "closes"; it suffices as long as we only observe practicality. 


But as soon as we view the free sphere as a "reality," a "life," we are no longer 
satisfied with that. Then we will want to perceive the sphere as a fundamental life 
construction, a "plasticity" emanating from a center that is truly a "plastic" center, a 
union of completed opposites that ultimately realize the opposing relationship of 
concrete history and concrete evolution. This life construction is depicted in Fig. 
VIII: 


Fig, VII. 


The center c is now a center of cosmic cross-movement, where b is the 
horizontal line (time, history, length), and where a is the vertical radius (space, 
evolution, breadth). From c now emanates a radiative movement, a ray Movement, 
which extends to the surface boundary. (See Fig. V with explanation). 


Thus, we finally see the free spherical shape as a construction of many 
opposites. First, we see the opposites a and b, the cross-opposites, which together 
form the one cross-movement. This cross-movement creates c, the passive opposite 
of the active "cross" (a and b together), and c creates the radiative movement, which 
is thus passive relative to c, while c is active relative to the radiative movement: thus, 
the radiative movement is the direct and passive opposite of c. The radiative 


movement creates the surface again, so it is the direct and active opposite of the 
surface, and c is, through the radiative movement, the indirect and active opposite of 
the same surface. Of all these opposites, which reveal the sphere as a living reality, 
the empirical explanation by cohesion equilibrium tells us nothing. The cohesion 
equilibrium is the equilibrium of dead rest, while the equilibrium of opposing forces 
is the equilibrium of "silent," living movement, the equilibrium of imagery. 


Also in our explanation, opposites still remain. The radiative movement, for 
example, is indeed complementary to the surface and center, but the rays themselves 
are not each other’s complements but each other’s opposites. But these oppositions 
do not deny the plastic life of the free sphere: they only indicate that the free sphere is 
indeed plastic life, but still primitive plastic life and not yet full, organic life. The 
surface of the free sphere is an expression of life, which is the "content" or 
"interiority" of the free sphere. But besides the actual "content," there is also an 
"innerness" within the free sphere. That innerness is the continuous opposition of the 
radial movement, and thus the surface of the free sphere, besides being an expression 
of life, is also a "rest" of internal oppositions, a rest in which the opposing rays 
neutralize each other as opposites. If that internal opposition were also to become 
internal duality, the free sphere would no longer remain a primitive free sphere, but 
would become an organic representation. Then the surface would be nothing more 
than an expression of inner life alone, and the surface would need to speak of and 
from nothing else but inner parts that are exclusively true complements to each other. 
Thus, our explanation views the free sphere not only as real life but also perceives 
what it lacks to be organic life. We see its surface as the complement of its center, and 
therefore it "lives" as "form". However, we also regard its surface in contrast to the 
rays, which are not each other's complements but each other's opposites. Therefore, 
we view the free-sphere surface as a manifestation of life, but inorganic life. We will 
soon return to the essence of organic life. For now, it suffices that our explanation 
renders the free sphere visible for what it truly embodies: life, though not yet organic 
life. In essence, understanding Fig. VIII as a conceptual depiction of entirely 
inorganic life and recognizing its manifestation in the natural spherical shape is 
adequate. 


The Crystal. 


After the spherical form, we need to explain the crystal form and the egg form. 
A positive-mystical explanation of the crystal and egg forms must maintain a living 
connection with the explanation of the free spherical form. We have already stated 
that the positive mystic must come to see all forms in nature as multiple expressions 
of and within the one life. The empiricist may provide separate explanations for the 
spherical form, crystal form, and egg form, with each explanation standing 
independently. The positive mystic, however, cannot do this; he must come to see the 
spherical, crystal, and egg forms as interconnected expressions of the one life. More 
specifically, the positive-mystical construction of the free spherical form must 
logically and visibly lead to the positive-mystical construction of the crystal and egg 
forms. By doing so, we will obtain an exact conceptual representation of the absolute 
crystal and the absolute egg, using and in living connection with the spherical 
construction, and we must be able to observe these absolutes in the objectively given 
nature. 


We already learned to recognize the inner construction of the free spherical 
form as a latent cross-movement. Indeed, this cross-movement is "latent." We can 
never "separate" it from the spherical form and examine it visibly, like two pieces of 
wood. But it is internally perceptible to anyone who can make a rigorous intellectual 
distinction between "content" and "form" in their imaginative impressions. Those 
who can do this will see the free spherical form "reconstruct" itself from a latent 
cross-movement. 


This applies to both the free spherical form and the crystal. We can see the 
latent cross-movement become externally tangible as typical angularity, fine and 
small but very clear. This occurs in crystal formation. We are familiar with what 
"crystals" are. When a free mass of matter slowly solidifies, regular, angular forms 
emerge, such as tetrahedrons, cubes, and prisms. These angular forms are called 
"crystals." Obvious examples of crystals are seen in snowflakes. Snowflakes are 
slowly frozen masses of water vapor. Although snowflakes have a whimsical shape, 
they all share an essential angularity: "the snow figures" are stars, hexagons, etc. This 
angularity is the essential similarity among all crystals. How can we understand it? 


We already learned to recognize the inner construction of the free spherical 
form as a latent cross-movement. Indeed, this cross-movement is "latent." We can 
never "separate" it from the spherical form and examine it visibly, like two pieces of 
wood. But it is internally perceptible to anyone who can make a rigorous intellectual 
distinction between "content" and "form" in their imaginative impressions. Those 
who can do this will see the free spherical form "reconstruct" itself from a latent 
cross-movement. 


This applies to both the free spherical form and the crystal. We can see the 


latent cross-movement become externally tangible as typical angularity, fine and 
small but very clear. This occurs in crystal formation. We are familiar with what 
"crystals" are. When a free mass of matter slowly solidifies, regular, angular forms 
emerge, such as tetrahedrons, cubes, and prisms. These angular forms are called 
"crystals." Obvious examples of crystals are seen in snowflakes. Snowflakes are 
slowly frozen masses of water vapor. Although snowflakes have a whimsical shape, 
they all share an essential angularity: "the snow figures" are stars, hexagons, etc. This 
angularity is the essential similarity among all crystals. How can we understand it? 


The "energetic" explanation is less straightforward. It assumes a "network" of 
forces that compels the crystal into its angular shape. However, this explanation is not 
a fundamental one. The big question remains: what is this network? The demand 
persists: let me perceive this network as a cosmic event, a cosmic necessity. 


Our positive-mystical explanation starts from what we have seen as the 
fundamental shaping movement in our cosmos. We have perceived history and 
evolution as a cross-movement, found it again in the spherical form, and we will now 
rediscover it, finely tangible, in the crystal. Here it is: 


The free spherical form is not a lifeless object, constructed once and for all, but 
a living reality, continuously constructed at every indivisible moment by the ongoing 
life of its inner cross-movement. Suppose now that a free mass of matter, such as 
water vapor, slowly solidifies, for example, by freezing, while the cross-movement 
exerts its sphere-forming power within it. What will happen then? 


First, the entire mass will "break" apart. Whatever internally desires to express 
itself as a "sphere," as an external "line" or flexibility, and cannot do so, will have to 
"break." And once the mass has broken into the smallest particles, what will happen 
to each particle? The inner cross-movement continues to work in each particle. But 
the intersection of the cross-movement, the plastic center in each particle, can no 
longer be a center of complete, linear spherical formation. The mass of matter slowly 
loses the flexibility that made it suitable, obedient material for the shaping force 
emanating from the plastic center. The plastic center can no longer fully express its 
form; the roundness around the center, the "linearity" of the sphere, will "de-line" into 
angular traits, the curved surface will become flat, and the mass must collapse from 
spherical to angular form or crystal. Fig. [X illustrates this in the stylized crystal 
construction: 


Fig. 1X. 


The spherical formation here is compromised, but the cross-movement remains 
unaffected. The cross-movement is, after all, the most fundamental objective 
movement, and the most fundamental objective movement cannot be compromised. 
Just as a medical radium treatment affects the adjacent tissue of the human body but 
leaves the fundamental tissue living unharmed, the slow solidification of the free 
mass of matter will affect the spherical shape but leave its fundamental movement, 
the cross-movement, unharmed. We then see the cross-movement remaining 
unaffected in the crystal: the external regularity of the angular crystal reveals its inner 
construction as fundamentally regular angularity or "cross." Thus, in the angular, 
regular crystal, even more evidently than in the sphere, the "cross" becomes 
perceptible, finely materialized. The cross is caught in the act, so to speak, as it tries 
to depict the sphere and cannot complete its depiction due to the slow solidification 
of its material. 


In alignment with our illustrative-mathematical definitions (page 52), we can 
express the similarity and distinction between spherical formation and crystal 
formation as follows: The surface of a sphere is the result of a complete union 
(complete multiplication) of radius and line. The surface of a crystal, on the other 
hand, is the result of a broken union (broken multiplication) of radius and line. Since 
this broken multiplication is not a complete union, it also has a non-representational 
quantitative effect. This non-representational quantitative effect can be exactly 
expressed in non-representational mathematics. And it is, in fact, expressed in the 
"Pythagorean theorem": The sum of the squares of the two legs of a right triangle 
equals the square of the hypotenuse. What is "the sum of the squares of the two 
legs"? It is the quantitative result of legs, each of which undergoes multiplication 
individually but only undergoes addition with each other. Compared to the complete 
union of radius and line, this represents a "broken" union. Thus, the right triangle in 
Pythagoras's theorem is an exact representation of a broken multiplication, and we 
find this triangle again in Fig. IX, the cross-section of the "absolute" crystal. 


But do we also find the "absolute" crystal of our conceptual representation in 
the objectively given natural crystals? Yes, certainly, we find it there just as an 
absoluteness can be found in the relative natural data: very clearly and approximately. 
No two crystals have exactly the same form, but all crystals are regularly angular, 
constructed around latent "axes" that intersect at angles, usually right angles. This 
regular inner and outer angularity is the essence of the crystal, and that essence must 
be explained, positively-mystically explained, i.e., made positively perceptible, which 
we have done. The differences in crystal angularity are thus positively explained as 
infinite degrees, infinite ways of approximations to the absolute. When we draw exact 
conceptual representations of absolutes to find these absolutes in the relative natural 
data, we thereby recognize in nature both its regularity and irregularity 
simultaneously. An absolute is not a "plan" or "template" or "model" to be slavishly 
followed, but a limit that is approached in infinitely many degrees and in infinitely 
many ways, in infinite variety or "irregularity". The empiricist, as such, aims to 
express only the regularity of nature in his explanations and therefore seeks only laws 
to which nature unconditionally conforms. However, in doing so, he can never 
include nature's irregularity in his explanation. He will observe this irregularity and 
will try to bring it under a system to show that it is not really irregular. And if he 
cannot bring it under a system, he will speak of an inexplicable peculiarity, an 
"atypical case," or something similar. But in doing so, he neglects from the start to 
include in his explanatory attempts what every person knows: that nature is 
fundamentally, always and everywhere, simultaneously regular and irregular. The 
positive mystic, however, does not neglect this. By constructing a conceptual 
representation of an absolute, he acknowledges nature's regularity as reducible to 
perceptibility. And by constructing the same absolute to find it again in relative 
nature, he acknowledges nature's irregularity as reducible to perceptibility. Thus, 
nature's regularity and irregularity become simultaneously perceptible to him, for he 
sees the relative not beside the absolute, but the relative as one with the absolute, the 
intimate opposite of the absolute. He sees the relative as the playful expression of the 
strict absolute. 


The Egg. 


The crystal is, in its perceived reality, a degenerated sphere that collapsed because its 
material for representation solidified. Now, let us consider, conversely, a life- 
enhancement of the sphere. We have come to understand the free sphere as the 
plasticity of fundamental, non-organic life. We have also seen what it lacks to be able 
to embody organic life: its radial movement, while opposed to both the surface and 
the center, involves rays that are not opposites of each other but merely oppositions. 
This lack of complete opposition must be resolved for the sphere to manifest organic 
life. 


So how can this fundamental opposition be realized in the free sphere, 
including in the rays relative to each other? What is the most fundamental, regular 


radial construction that has a difference in the rays other than just a difference in 
direction? It is the radial construction of the ellipse or the regularly "extended" circle. 
The ellipse not only has a difference in direction in its rays but also a difference in 
length, thereby making opposition in the rays relative to each other possible. The 
ellipse is physically realized in the ellipsoid, the "extended" spherical shape, or the 
egg shape. We will return in detail to the construction of the ellipse in the next lecture 
to see its radial opposition accurately. For now, it is sufficient to know that the 
elliptical line is born from the most fundamental radial opposition. This radial 
opposition must be actualized in organic life. The perfect ellipse is the construction of 
fundamental organic life, reduced to its pure essence. 


Do we find this construction reflected in naturally occurring objectivity? Yes, 
we do, in the physical principle of organic life: the egg. The ellipse is unmistakably 
present in the egg, but we need to look beyond individual eggs and view the egg ina 
cosmic context. The egg is the physical principle of organic life on Earth and, as 
such, the physical principle of reproduction, the movement of life as life itself. This 
movement, even more fundamentally than in the physical egg, is grounded in the 
fundamental lines of our cosmos: the orbits in which the planets move around the 
Sun, specifically Earth's orbit. These lines are elliptical. 

The egg on Earth is a principle of living movement or reproduction in cosmic 
resonance with the elliptical line, in which the Force ultimately causes our Earth to 
orbit the Sun. All reproduction on Earth is essentially an act of terrestrial, cosmic 
reproduction: the elliptical movement of Earth around the Sun. Since form and 
content in nature are one, the form of the physical reproductive principle, the egg, 
must also be in living rapport with that cosmic ellipse. 


All of this becomes truth for us when the "unity of life," which we all believe in, is 
not an abstraction but a living, tangible reality. Then we see the one life sketching 
reproduction in the cosmos along the grand elliptical line and observe this line 
approximately repeated in the fundamental, physical, organic life: the egg. Although 
the "eccentricity" of the elliptical egg may be quantitatively small—so small that it 
may not be empirically visible—the egg is cosmically perceptible as essentially 
elliptical line movement. 


But, do these reflections not remain too focused on the essence of natural 
forms? In doing so, do they not blur the specifics into unrealistic vagueness? 


On the contrary. Our explanations of forms begin by clarifying the essence of 
natural forms, but our method itself logically leads to the true perception of 
particulars as well. The positive-mystical method, as we have already seen, leads to 
the verifiable perception of the unity of opposites. Life particulars, as such, are 
opposites of life's essence. They are not "contrasts" to life's essence existing "beside" 
it, nor are they "opposites" hostile to life's essence, but "opposites" that are distinct 
from and yet intimately one with the essence of life. Thus, our method itself must 


lead to the perception of life’s particulars, because this method necessarily 
contemplates the unity of opposites and cannot remain with the essence alone, 
separated from its opposing particulars. However, it will also illuminate these 
particulars as particulars, as variations, as surprising diversities, whimsical despite 
unity, a harmonically living dynamism. Our method will certainly not summon these 
life diversities to force them into a generalized system. For in doing so, it would deny 
the nature of life’s diversities, which are infinitely varied or "whimsical." Who hears 
the best variations of a musical theme? He who best hears the essence of the theme 
itself and continues to hear through those variations: he hears the variations 
blossoming from the theme, he hears the variations as variations. Apply this simple 
example: Who perceives the best the diversities of life forms? He who best perceives 
the essence of the form itself and continues to perceive through the diversities: he 
sees the diversities blossoming from the essence of the form, he sees the diversities as 
diversities. A positive-mystical perception of the essence of natural forms will 
methodically and increasingly recognize the strict, absolute style in the depths of life 
and sharply distinguish every stylistic ripple. And not only distinguish sharply but 
also see, see as yet a manifestation of the one life, the deepest unity in varied 
diversity, profound and intensely dynamic truth. 


Of course, no one expects me to provide the positive-mystical method as a 
simple recipe that can just be followed and taken. The positive-mystical thinking 
method is a human knowledge and capability that must continuously grow and also 
requires the shocks of real life. But this method will certainly grow because it is an 
ineradicable human instinct, an instinct for completeness and recognition, that has 
reached clarity and maturity. This method will certainly prepare us for the perception 
of the fiery life, the one, whimsical life. 


Moreover, life diversities do not fully manifest in the fundamental natural 
forms such as the sphere, crystal, and egg. This happens first in the rich diversities of 
living organisms that are born from the egg and develop into the most perfect 
organism on earth, namely, humans. To positively "see" these rich diversities, we first 
need to positively perceive the essence of these organisms. And to do this, we must 
derive their essential construction from the essential construction of the egg. This is 
what we will address in the next lecture. 


IV. 


THE ELLIPSE. 


To continue and complete the previous lecture, we now need to discuss the 
ellipse, first as a plane shape and then as a cross-section of the ellipsoid or egg shape. 


What is an ellipse, in general? 


An ellipse is an extended circle. It is truly an extended circle, where primarily 
the radial movement is extended and secondarily the curved line movement. 


Let’s recall what we know about the exactly constructed, perfectly regular 
ellipse from geometry. 


An ellipse has two focal points (Fig. X, M and B), which are referred to as the 
"foci." The distance between these two foci is called the "eccentricity." The regularity 
of the ellipse lies in the fact that the sum of the distances from any point on the 
elliptical curve to the two foci is always constant. For example, CM+CB=DM+ 
DB. 


Geometry does not concern itself with whether the two foci of a naturally 
occurring ellipse have the same or different characteristics. This is inherent to the 


nature of geometry, which deals solely with measurable exactness and not with 
representational exactness. However, we, who aim to observe natural phenomena 
with representational exactness, must always inquire into the intrinsic character of the 
movements involved. Therefore, we must note that the two foci of a naturally 
occurring ellipse must have fundamentally different characteristics: one of the foci is 
the original center, while the other is secondary, emerging from the original center— 
how this occurs will be seen shortly. A naturally occurring unity can have only one 
original center. Certainly, multiple secondary centers can be found in a natural unity, 
but there must be one primary center from which all others arise. Two centers of 
equal original nature, without a deeper center of greater immediacy, would create a 
fundamental duality, causing the unity—in this case, the ellipse—to fall apart. This is 
further confirmed when we consider that in one of the foci of Earth's orbital ellipse, 
the Sun is positioned: that single focus is visibly characterized as the original center, 
and the other focus, although still fundamentally related to the original, must be 
derived from it. 


Geometry does not address whether two radii that connect the same point on 
the elliptical curve to the two foci have the same or different characteristics. For 
geometry, C M and C Bare simply radii; the question of any difference in their nature 
is not considered. This is because geometry focuses on measurable exactness, not 
representational birth. However, we wish to observe natural birth with 
representational exactness. Thus, we need to ask if there is any difference in nature 
between the radii connecting a point on the elliptical line to the original focus and 
those connecting it to the secondary focus. The answer is clear: the radii from the 
original focus are primary radii, while the radii from the secondary focus are 
secondary radii, as the radii reflect the character of their respective foci. But what 
does it mean for radii to be "secondary"? Let us assume that in our Figure X, the 
original focus is M and the secondary focus is B. From M, a ray extends continuously 
and reaches its maximum extension at A. This extended ray creates an elongated 
circular path or an elliptical line. Since this ray is stretched beyond its normal limit, it 
will "bounce back" or "reflect." These reflected rays are the secondary radii, indicated 
by dotted lines in the figure. They all converge at the secondary focus B. Primary rays 
emanate from their focus, while secondary rays converge towards their focus. We 
could make this concept visually understandable by using a mirror with an elliptical 
cross-section and placing a light source at M. Any physicist would confirm that the 
rays from the light source would be reflected by the mirror surface and would 
concentrate at B. 


Furthermore, it is important to note that the elliptical line itself is divided into 
four parts by the ray construction: P C, CA, A I, and I P. This is because the rays PA 
and C I have a unique character, distinctly different from all other rays. This 
distinctive character must be expressed in the ray endpoints P, I, A, and C, marking or 
dividing the ellipse. 


CI is aray segment of two equal rays that are aligned with each other, which is 


only found in the ray construction at C I. P A, on the other hand, is a ray segment of 
two nearly unequal rays that are aligned with each other; P M is not extended at all, 
while M A is the most extended ray. Therefore, the points P, J, A, and C are sharply 
"marked" points where the elliptical line is naturally divided into four parts by its 
own ray construction. 


Considering everything discussed, we can now readily recognize the ellipse as 
a fundamental expression of complete opposition, and thus as the essential structure 
underlying organic life. 


Besides the complementary relationship between point, ray, and line that we 
also find in the non-extended circle, we see in the ellipse a complementary 
relationship also from point to point, from ray to ray, and from line to line: 


M is the opposite of B; M is the original focus, the active, the giving one, while 
B is the secondary focus, the passive, the receiving one. All ray movement originates 
from M, and all ray movement moves towards B. 


The opposition of the rays relative to each other is equally undeniable. First of 
all, the primary rays are opposed to the secondary rays. For instance, D M is the 
opposite of D B. Furthermore, each primary ray has another primary ray as its 
opposite, namely the ray found in the same ray "segment." To the extent that rays are 
"extended," they acquire a more or less "flexible" or "linear" character. The more a 
ray is extended, the more its opposite must retain a rigid, unextended ray character. 
Thus, in the entirety of the primary ray movement, for example, M P is the opposite 
of M A, since M P is not extended at all, while M A has reached its maximum 
extension, with the point M being the unity and separation (the "oppositional" unity) 
of M P and M A. Similarly, E M is the opposite of M F, and so on. The ratio of C M 
to M Tis an exception. We cannot directly call this ratio opposed because C M is 
extended to the same extent as M I. However, these rays are not excluded from the 
overall opposition of the elliptical rays. The part of the ellipse above C Tis, as a 
whole of rays, the opposite of the part below C I. Thus, C I is the boundary between 
two sets of opposing rays, being one with these oppositions and therefore included in 
the overall elliptical ray opposition. The elliptical section above C | is, in itself, only 
gradationally different in extension compared to the section below C I. But, since C I 
is a natural unity and separation ("boundary division") between these two parts, they 
are opposites and not merely different in degree, in "more" or "less." A similar 
principle applies to the ratio of primary rays relative to each other. For instance, E M 
would only differ in degree of extension from M F if these two rays did not find a 
natural unity and separation in the same center, M. 


The elliptical line also has its oppositions from line to line. The natural division 
of the elliptical line marks the points P, I, A, and C as boundaries (unity and 
separation) of opposing lines. P I is opposite to I A, and P C is opposite to C A. This 
is because P I and P C are the least extended circular lines, while I A and C A are the 


most extended. On their own, this would be merely a difference in degree. However, 
since the upper and lower lines are sharply separated by their own construction and 
yet retain their unity, this degree difference becomes an "oppositional" difference due 
to the construction itself. 


Moreover, each point on the elliptical line has its own unique length or line 
character; no two points on the ellipse are identical. Applied to the Earth's orbital 
ellipse: each point on the Earth's orbital ellipse has its own time or historical 
character. Therefore, the point on the Earth's orbital ellipse where a person begins 
their earthly history, in other words, where they are born, has a significant influence 
on their "destiny." This point "characterizes" their fate, which is poetically referred to 
as their "star." A person can certainly learn to understand the essence of their "star," 
even "exactly" understand it. However, the mystical content of history will make it 
both impossible and undesirable to predict their fate "precisely" for mystical reasons. 
(See question on page 94). 


Consider this carefully. Take the ellipse from Fig. X and meditate on it. The 
point P remains fundamentally an opposition point, a unity of non-extended line and 
non-extended ray. However, the entire ellipse, being extended, has been drawn from 
inorganic stillness and thus reacts, ‘works back' to that one calm, still, inorganic 
opposition point P. This point thus becomes a very ‘specific’ point where the entire 
oppositional action of the ellipse takes place; that point is both ray and line. Ray and 
line are brought together into a very ‘specific’ unity by the inner, 'rebounding' 
construction of the ellipse itself; ray and line must pair together there. This point is, in 
itself, inorganic. The pairing of ray and line will therefore initially manifest in an 
inorganic manner. This point will become a 'specific' center of a defined, bounded 
inorganic reality—a truly inorganic body. To start with, this point will serve as a 
representational center of inorganic imagery. However, as this point presupposes 
constructive organic life, it will eventually be able to develop organic imagery. Now 
we also know the fundamental, objective condition that must be met for the pairing of 
line and ray to become compelling (see p. 49): the circular line must be extended into 
an elliptical line, and the pairing then naturally and fundamentally occurs at the point 
where non-extended ray and non-extended line movement take place. 


Let's apply this to the elliptical orbit of the Earth and the Earth itself to avoid 
being too abstract. We are not concerned with the material from which the Earth was 
born, but rather with the fundamental movement in a strict sense. We ask: what does 
the Force do, what must it do to shape the Earth? "Material," whether it be nebulous 
mass or anything else, is not an act or gesture. Act is movement, and act precedes all 
material. Act is movement, and movement is perceivable as ray and line. 


So, what kind of line must be assumed in the visible formation of the Earth? 
The ellipse. The force line of the Earth's elliptical orbit is not only the "path" of the 
Earth but is fundamentally an element of its form. Therefore, we must constructively 
perceive the inevitability of that elliptical line. It is, of course, also causally 


explainable that this line must be elliptical (e.g., due to gravitational forces between 
celestial bodies), but causal explanations are not sufficient, no matter how accurate 
they may be. Causal explanations allow us to identify a "necessity," but do not 
provide a vivid "necessity" of perception. 


If the Earth's orbital force line were not an ellipse but an unextended circular 
line, we would never be able to see the Earth as a form born from the intersection of 
that force line and the vertical movement from the solar center. For in that case, every 
point on that unextended circular line would be equally fundamentally opposed to the 
ray movement; each point would have equal natural right to become an intersection 
point, resulting in no single point necessarily becoming an intersection due to internal 
priority. However, such an intersection point must exist: the meeting point of the 
unextended line and the unextended ray, known as the "perihelion." Thus, the Earth 
can be vividly explained as a form born from the convergence of the ray movement 
from the solar center and the perihelion elliptical point. We see the Earth as a body 
that is initially inorganic but that inherently presupposes the organic, elliptical plane 
and is thus fundamentally capable of unfolding organic corporeality. 


The most fundamental realization of this unfolding into organic corporeality is 
the elliptical orbit of the Earth around the Sun. This orbit would also be 
constructively impossible if the Earth's orbital force line were not an ellipse. For a 
non-extended circular line has no starting point for extension, length movement, or 
line movement. It has a reference point, its center, but no starting point for extension. 
However, as the Earth's orbit is an ellipse, it does have a starting point for extension, 
a Starting point for length movement, and that point is the perihelion. As the Earth 
moves along this elliptical force line, with its center continuously within this line, the 
entire elliptical character of that force line will impart its fundamental-elliptical, 
organic nature to the plastic center of the Earth itself, and thus the Earth must vividly 
realize that organic nature. (See note 9) Now, see what the growth force of the Earth 
is in vivid and essential reality: it is the ray movement from the plastic center of the 
Earth, insofar as this ray movement carries the plastic-organic nature imparted by the 
elliptical force line into the Earth's center. Every point of the rays emanating from the 
Earth's center is now charged with organic imagery and will be able to manifest as an 
organism. 


We now need to discuss the ellipse as a section of the ellipsoid or egg shape. 
From this egg shape, we must derive the essence of living organisms in an inner- 
constructive manner, as it represents the fundamental-organic body. We have already 
understood the inner construction of the inorganic body as a cross-movement, a unity 
of expanding vertical evolution and reproducing horizontal history. The inner 
construction of the egg shape is thus also a cross-movement, but an "organic" cross- 
movement, meaning a cross-movement that governs and dominates the entire body to 
complete opposition, "organizes" it into an egg shape, and continues to organize 


through the long series of evolutionary forms until it finally manifests as the most 
perfect organism on Earth. In this most perfect organism, man, the inner cross- 
construction will ultimately be fully realized into an external cross-form. 


We need to explain this in more detail. But first, let us consider what biological 
science, either consciously or unconsciously, has already said about this cross- 
movement for comparison, clarification, and to gratefully acknowledge what 
scientific culture has already provided us. 


Biological science, at its core, is an empirical study of factual material. In this 
context, it says nothing about the inner cross-movement. As an empirical discipline, 
biology has studied the forms of living organisms in strict detail observation. It has 
not limited itself to external forms but has also penetrated into the internal workings 
of organisms: it has examined skeletal structures, muscle structures, and so on with 
precision, and even constructed a priori skeletons that later proved to be accurate 
(Cuvier). However, as an empirical science, biology has not even suspected a 
distinction between internal and inner construction. 


Biological science, however, is more than just an empirical field. A person 
cannot simply remain at the level of "observing" alone, and neither can the biologist. 
Thus, biology had to engage in reflection, and it developed a hypothesis that has 
become a universally accepted human thought - an idea from which no developed 
person can entirely escape: evolution. The concept of evolution is an inner insight and 
not merely a detailed observation of internal or external aspects alone. We can never 
be grateful enough to biology for nurturing this insight into an inalienable thought of 
humanity. The idea of evolution is an inner insight - and it already hints at the notion 
of cross-movement, albeit in a very vague sense; it is nonetheless a cross-thought in 
principle. For "evolution," upon deeper reflection, is the opposite of history; 
"evolution," upon deeper reflection, represents expanding verticality, in contrast to 
history, which represents propagating horizontality. 


However, the way in which the concept of evolution is made plausible or at 
least illustrated is suitable for propagating that idea but not for clarifying and 
developing it into a clear view. Struggle for existence, selection, adaptation, breeding 
choice - all these terms only refer to interactions between individuals, causal actions, 
actions in and through time, historical life; but none of them reveal anything about 
the life of origin, expanding life, evolutionary life. Only in recent years has our 
Professor Hugo de Vries spoken a magical word that will lead to a clearer 
understanding: mutation. He distinguishes "mutation" from "variation." By 
"variation," he means changes within the same species, while by "mutation," he 
means changes that result in a new species. Now, I know that he identifies mutation 
as fundamentally different from variation and not explainable solely by variation but 
does not provide an explanation for mutation itself. Such an explanation will, 
moreover, never be possible in the usual manner of pointing to "causal" connections. 
As long as biology remains focused on "causal" explanations alone, we should not be 


surprised if it continues to suggest that mutation is far from proven and may merely 
turn out to be a poetic invention without objective value. 


But the words "variation" and "mutation" have once been spoken, and they 
have gained a powerful grasp in the world of culture. This is because they have 
brought humanity closer to the clear understanding of history and evolution as 
opposites, in other words, to the clear understanding of history and evolution as a 
cross-structure, living internally within the living organisms themselves. The words 
"mutation" and "variation" sound technical; they are still technical terms, but their 
essence is deeply human. If we let them speak pure Dutch, and listen not to any 
particular individual but to the language itself and its inherent words, they will tell us 
this: 


"There are two types of change in nature. The first change occurs from thing to 
thing, from object to object. It moves through time and is entirely of time. There is 
coherence in that change. But that coherence is not the deepest unity. Therefore, the 
language, when expressing this coherence, uses a word that signifies coherence but 
also reminds us of the separation of things or objects: causality. Since causality 
moves through time and is entirely of time, it must move like time: it goes on, it 
continues, but by and through itself, it does not rise, by and through itself, it is not an 
elevation, not an internal expansion. In causality as such, there is no movement or 
drive towards higher perfection." This is what the word "variation" says when it 
speaks pure Dutch. 


"The second, deeper change in nature, in contrast to the causal, is the original 
one. It comes directly from the origin, creates and recreates reality from there, 
continuously preparing it for higher, broader perfection. And when the preparation is 
complete, it seizes it, gives it a new appearance, and creates a new species from the 
origin. This second change lives in a deeper coherence than the first. It maintains 
unity with the origin, thus living from within to outside, revealing the content of 
reality and is called: evolution." This is what the word "mutation" says when it speaks 
pure Dutch. 


When we, in contemplation, finally understand what we mean by "causality" 
and "development," we must come to realize that development or evolution is the 
active opposite of passive causality, and we will no longer explain evolution in terms 
of causality. We must recognize that the concept of mutation signifies a growth 
toward understanding history and evolution as an inner, opposing cross-structure of 
living organisms. Thus, we gratefully accept what biological culture has provided us 
and continue to build on biological insight by viewing the inner construction of the 
egg as a cross-structure—an organic cross-structure—that increasingly materializes 
through all forms of evolution. 


Now we may finally discuss the ellipse directly as a section of the ovoid shape. 
Fig. X can once again serve our purpose. P A is now a purely vertical ray movement 


at the beginning, while C I is a pure line movement at the start. At point M, the two 
components of the cross movement intersect, and their initial plasticity is the 
spherical, inorganic body. As a result, C I as a line coincides with the initially non- 
extended rays M C and M I. However, the body now "organizes" itself in living 
relation to the cosmic ellipse; it extends organically, and its internal cross-structure 
also extends organically. M A becomes an extended ray, and in its extension, M P 
remains non-extended and tight. The rays M C and M I, which align with the 
horizontal starting line, extend uniformly. Thus, this is the organic cross as the 
internal, fundamental construction of the fundamental organic body or egg: the 
vertical cross member remains an unaltered, tight ray above the plastic center, and 
below the plastic center, it becomes an extended ray; the horizontal cross member is, 
besides being a line, a uniformly extended ray. 


Now, notice the fundamental difference between the two parts of the organic 
cross: the vertical component is divided by the plastic center into two opposing 
elements, namely, the non-extended ray and the extended ray. In contrast, the 
horizontal component represents a continuous and uniform combination of line and 
extended ray. 


Also, observe the distinctly angular nature of the ray segments P A and CI. The 
horizontal ray segment C I, while representing "extended" ray movement, is a 
perfectly straight line movement. The ray segments P A and C I, in which this cross- 
construction is manifested, clearly correspond to our sixth figure, which represents 
absolute opposites. These absolute opposites visibly occur within the organic body. 
We can now better understand and reaffirm what was previously stated during the 
initial discussion of Fig. V1: "To the extent that the absolute opposites converge at 
the plastic center, they form living organisms with their growing and receding 
shapes" (p. 56). These growing and receding forms are surfaces that, as lines, exhibit 
opposition; thus, these surfaces are alive, existing in part against part. This is now 
apparent to us. 


The organic cross manifests itself into organic forms and ultimately into the 
most perfected form on earth: the human being. Thus, the completion of evolution 
reveals what evolution has desired from the beginning: it aims to manifest the inner 
organic cross-construction into an outer cross-form, a visible revelation of the deepest 
absolute opposites of objectivity: time and space. The human body's shape is an 
organic cross-form. The verticality of the human body realizes the ray segment P A, 
with rigidity above and extended rigidity below. The human head, as a head, is 
markedly rigid. I specify: the head as a head, not as a face. The head, as a face, is a 
body unto itself and, as such, has its flexibility and rigidity like any other body and 
any individual part of the human being. To fully visualize the construction of the 
human body in all its aspects, we would need to imagine the complete manifestation 
of all the ray and line movements of the ellipse. However, that is not the focus here. 
We are currently interested in seeing the manifestation of the fundamental 
construction, the basic construction of the human body. In this context, the outer 


forehead, which is plastically the most prominent part of the external head, reflects 
the nature of the inner head life: the forehead speaks to us of rigid life, radiant life, 
light-life—bending is not possible, but breaking is. And rhythmically, the human 
body extends downward until, at the utmost verticality below, the greatest extension 
is also reached: the feet represent vertical rigidity but also extension, embodying both 
the rigid "standing" and the flexible "walking" in their external form. Nietzsche, in 
his "Ecce Homo," characterizes the Germans and criticizes their lack of vigorous 
flexibility and flexible strength. He says, "The Germans," "actually have no feet; they 
only have legs." Whether Nietzsche’s assessment of the Germans is accurate is not 
the issue here. But he understood what feet are and recognized the mystery of feet. 
The arms embody the ray segment C I. The arms represent the horizontality of the 
human body as a cross-structure. The arms are the organic, horizontal cross- 
component; they exhibit uniformly extended rigidity. The hands have their own 
distinct structure, which I noted in the preface. The hand is the realization of the 
human being; it represents the whole human as action: after understanding and 
grasping, the will is realized. The hand is more a representation of the entire human 
being than a mere part of its structure. However, the arms are the horizontal cross- 
component of the human organism; they show not the increasing extension of the 
vertical component but uniformly extended rigidity and consistently flexible 
straightness. 


All this has nothing to do with inner and outer details. Those who wish to focus 
solely on internal and external aspects should study anatomy. However, we want to 
learn to observe inner and outer realities with precision. We seek to see inner reality, 
deeper than all internal aspects, and outer reality, more real than all external aspects. 
Thus, we must attentively and truthfully absorb what the natural world presents to us 
in its inherent visibility, its natural surface—unexplored, unshaped, unspoiled by the 
instruments of curiosity. For only in this way is the surface reality; only then does it 
become a true representation. 


This is by no means an attempt to classify the rich diversity of human bodies under a 
single law, plan, or template. No, the variations are what they are, and their ever- 
surprising diversity is sacred. Once more: nature is both regular and irregular in one. 
Here, we aim to understand the essence of the human body constructively, to also 
appreciate the variations as variations. A drawing teacher who can accurately 
replicate all the details of the human body "looks" precisely but does not "see" 
anything. An artist, however, who can "see" the essence of the human body, does not 
replicate but "characterizes," portraying the diversity of the body, showing us all that 
lives in the outermost appearance of a human body, and therefore all that lives in the 
innermost essence as well. Just as an artist sees the details, we learn to see them when 
we observe "the essence." The only distinction is that an artist always sees through 
their individual temperament, while the positive mystic observes exactly and 
verifiably, "objectively." 


Anyone who learns to view the human body in a positive-mystical or inner- 


constructive manner learns to see "the" living organism. For all other organisms are 
essentially in an evolutionary progression toward the human body. 


It is noteworthy that in this evolutionary progression, some organisms 
predominantly realize the horizontal cross member, others predominantly realize the 
vertical one, and yet others exhibit one member before the other, in successive 
"forms." 


The snake is the archetypal horizontal creature. In the snake, the horizontal 
cross member is almost exclusively expressed. The fish, on the other hand, is the 
archetypal vertical creature—not in its direction of movement, but in its "character." 
It embodies the vertical cross member, with a tight upper part and an extended lower 
part: the firm head and flexible body of the fish are shaped according to the 
fundamental tight-extended construction of the vertical cross member. The caterpillar 
initially represents the horizontal form. After metamorphosis, it also exhibits an 
expression of the vertical cross member, and (surprisingly!) only of the upper part of 
the vertical cross member, the unblemished vertical, which reveals itself strongly as 
verticality, as radial movement: the butterfly wing, in its fan-like extension, is an 
undeniable, radiating movement from a central point. 


We all know that the "Old Testament" uses the snake as a natural symbol: the 
snake tempts Eve, and the snake remains potent until the Redeemer "crushes its 
head." We also know that the "New Testament" uses the fish as a natural symbol: the 
fish was for the early Christians the symbol of Christ, as evidenced by the ancient 
representations in the catacombs of Rome. These natural symbols have never been 
explained in relation to one another. Now we don’t need to search for this explanation 
any longer. Religious imagination, consciously or unconsciously, has expressed in the 
snake symbol that the "Old Testament" represents the "horizontal" era, the era of 
tradition, procreation, the era of "Be fruitful and multiply!" And the religious 
imagination, consciously or unconsciously, has expressed in the fish symbol that the 
"New Testament" represents the "vertical" era, the era of development, deepening, 
and renewal from the origin, the era of "The Kingdom of God is within you." 


This has nothing to do with externals and internals but rather with a conscious 
understanding of the external appearance of living organisms as expressions of inner 
life. This perspective allows each field, particularly the biological field, to remain 
what it is. But it also asserts that human knowledge is infinitely more than any 
specialized knowledge or expertise, and that human knowledge is imaginative 
knowledge, called to be positive, clear in insight, and verifiably accurate in 
expression. 


I would like to address an objection that has been raised to me several times. 
While this objection may not be particularly astute, it gives me the opportunity to 
clarify the character of our thinking method. 


"The natural structure of the human body," it is said, "is not a cross structure. 
The cross position is very unnatural; it can only be maintained for a short time, it is a 
punishment, not a natural state." 


We could respond by saying that this objection confuses two different 
concepts: "posture" and "structure." However, we won't make it that easy. This 
objection does more: it confuses "ordinary" posture with "natural" posture because it 
fails to realize that positive visibility, though extraordinary, is fundamentally natural, 
and it does not recognize the natural, dramatically human gesture of positive 
visibility. 


The open cross posture is the natural posture of the human organism when the 
human body performs the gesture of positive visibility. In other words, when the 
human structure wishes to be perceived as a single organic life through a single view 
that sees and comprehends it as a whole, then the open cross posture is the most 
natural. 


Positive visibility, meaning visibility that wants to be clearly seen, is indeed 
something "extraordinary" for us humans. We usually make a point of not being 
visible. We typically cover our actions, our feelings, our entire being, in order not to 
be seen and understood, knowing that being seen and understood usually causes pain. 
Yes, positive visibility is indeed something extraordinary for us humans. 


But is it therefore unnatural? 


No. Positive visibility actually completes our integration into the deepest will of 
nature, which is the will to reveal itself. Positive visibility is a fact of extraordinary 
naturalness. 


But is the deepest will of nature truly the will to reveal itself? 


"Curiosity" says no. Therefore, it seeks to force nature into revelation, hunting for 
internal secrets and searching for the truth. 


"Love of truth" says yes. Therefore, it will not force nature into revelation but will 
simply and thoughtfully open itself to it: thus, it will not seek the truth but will accept 
it thoughtfully. 


Between curiosity and the love of truth, which often fiercely contend within the same 
individual, no scientific evidence can make a definitive statement. For the struggle 
between curiosity and the love of truth exists on a deeper level than any scientific 
inquiry can reach. The positive mystic makes a statement by valuing curiosity at its 
true worth. He says: "I too was curious, I searched day and night and used all my 
abilities to pry open the secrets of reality. I am glad I was curious, for only through 
curiosity could I arrive at a consciously positive love of truth. Curiosity has now been 
presupposed and transcended in me. I have retained the precision and diligence of my 


curiosity, but purposeful searching has given way to willful acceptance. Now, as I 
listen closely to born words and draw exact figures meticulously, I experience that 
this is no longer searching but an acceptance of the deepest will of nature, which, as 
an ongoing act of the One Creative Force, is nothing other than continuous self- 
revelation. The sculptor creates the surface of his sculpture because he wants to 
reveal himself. That surface lives to be naturally and unsearched observed from face 
to face. The One Creative Force creates the surface of nature because it wants to 
reveal itself. The natural surface, the unsearched-born surface, lives to be naturally 
and unsearched observed from face to face. The calling of human knowledge is to 
understand in order to achieve positive, imaginative perception." 


That is a positive-mystical confession, which does not prove anything but 
discovers much. 


NOTE: Our definition of the ellipse as a "stretched circle," from which these 
discussions are derived, is not contrary to the geometric definition but differs from it. 
A geometric definition, such as defining the ellipse as a "oblique conic section," is 
purely descriptive. Our definition is constructive: it aims to see the naturally occuring 
ellipse grow, expand, or stretch from within. Therefore, we also refer to the foci as 
centers and do not speak of the midpoint, which lies between the two foci. That latter 
point is not a center but merely a midpoint, the local center of the ellipse, and has no 
inner-constructive value. 


QUESTIONS. 


Understanding organic life leads to recognizing the ellipse as the fundamental 
construction of the organism. But how can we now see the ellipse itself as an 
imperative necessity? How can we recognize that the circle must necessarily extend 
into an ellipse? 


My response must now directly address the relationship between the 
fundamental opposites, the very entities themselves: force and matter. (Refer to pages 
58, 59). 


We can positively and mystically explain an objective movement in two ways: 
1) by showing that the movement is inevitably generated from a movement we've 
previously observed; for instance, we explain line movement as inevitably stemming 
from radial movement; or 2) by recognizing that if the movement cannot be logically 
derived from a deeper, origin-rooted movement, we must then experience it as an 
immediate act of self-determination by the Subject, or the single Creative Force. For 
example, the spatial center, or the central radial movement itself, cannot be inevitably 
derived from a deeper level of objectivity. We understand that the spatial center 
cannot be constructed from deeper objectivity through logical necessity, so we must 


experience it as an immediate act of Self-determination by the Subject, the 
"placement" of the Force. 


Similarly, the extension of a circular line into an elliptical line is an objective 
movement that cannot be logically derived from a deeper objectivity. Thus, we must 
experience it as an act of self-determination by the Creative Force. This Self- 
determination is entirely rooted in the Force’s own nature, representing its absolute 
freedom. It is not a freedom of "choice," which would imply a hesitation within its 
own nature, but rather a freedom from any external pressure or compulsion, a 
Necessity of its own Will. I appreciate that one of my listeners raised this question. 
However, it is too profound to answer briefly. I will dedicate a separate lecture to 
fully address this issue.. 


V. 


THE SELF-DETERMINATION OF THE FORCE. 


When we observe the precise emergence of objectivity, we notice that some 
movements do not inherently lead to pre-movements. These movements can be 
distinctly identified and visually connected to one another. We will refer to them as 
initial movements. By accurately and visually distinguishing these different initial 
movements, we can reliably and verifiably recognize within them the self- 
determination of the opposing nature of objectivity, the self-determination of the 
Force, or, in older, vaguely religious terms: 'the counsel of God.' 


I will discuss these various initial movements individually: 


1. The Spatial Centre. The spatial center can only be 
perceived as the origin itself. It cannot be positively 
mystically explained or constructed from any deeper, 
living objective movement. Once the spatial center is 
determined, it simultaneously implies the construction of 
unbounded radial movement and circular line movement, 
extending infinitely in countless rays and lines. This is 
how the spatial center becomes a living reality, an 
immediate act of the Force itself. Radial and circular 
movements are "perceivable" from the spatial center as infinite movements. 
However, as we discussed in the previous lecture, this does not yet explain the 
emergence of the body. The body presupposes an image of a plane, specifically the 
elliptical plane. The elliptical plane is the necessary model for the body. This model is 
not inherently provided by the spatial center; it represents a beginning movement, the 
second initial movement that leads us to the second experience of the self- 
determination of the Force. 


2. The Elliptical Plane. The elliptical plane is the 
"selection" of a plane from the infinitely many that arise from 
and surround the spatial center. This selection is not merely 
an external choice of one plane among many but an intrinsic, 
fundamental transformation of that plane. We are familiar 
with the fundamental transformation of the circular plane: the 
elliptical extension. To avoid becoming too abstract, let's use 
our solar system as an example. In the elliptical extension of 
the circular motion around the solar center, we experience the 
self-determination of the Force for the second time, which 
constructs our solar system. This elliptical extension can 


initially be perceived as the extension of an infinite number of concentric lines 
around the solar center. The circular line movement, already constructed from the 
spatial center, is not a single specific line but an infinite number of concentric lines. 
This elliptical extension must further be seen as a profoundly living extension, a 
continuous process of becoming rather than a static state. The concrete example of 
Earth's elliptical orbit illustrates this. The "eccentricity" of this ellipse is not constant; 
astronomers say it "oscillates." Through this oscillation, the ellipse continually 
transforms into a new, living, non-static ellipse. 


Once the elliptical extension is established, it inherently includes the two 
distinct rays of the ellipse discussed in the previous lecture. Foremost among these is 
the "perihelion" ray, the only non-extended ray in the elliptical line movement. This 
ray is now defined, but within this ray, there is not yet a defined plastic center where 
both the indeterminacy of the ray and the indeterminacy of the line are resolved. 
There is still no specific line, only an infinite number of concentric elliptical lines. 
Thus, "the finger of God" must designate a point on the perihelion ray where the 


potential for a plastic center becomes objective reality. This potential is already "tied" 
to the perihelion ray but not yet "determined" within it. Here, therefore, is the third 
initial movement through which we experience the self-determination of the Force: 


3. The Perihelion Point. Once the perihelion point is established, it inherently 
defines "the" elliptical line, the one specific line out of the infinite possibilities. This 
perihelion point thus becomes a fully determined point, a point "in which the 
indeterminacy of line and ray is presupposed and resolved into determinacy." As a 

truly determined point movement, it brings forth a specific 
movement in all directions—a ray movement with boundaries. 
In other words, this point is a plastic center that must realize 
itself into a spherical body. However, the size of this body is 
not yet determined. Without the intervention of the self- 
determination of the Force, no further development would be 
compelling other than the formation of an increasingly larger 
spherical body. This brings us to another initial movement 
through which we experience the self-determination of the 
Force. 


4. The Limitation of the Body. To avoid becoming too abstract: we positively- 
mystically experience the limitation of our planet as the fourth form of self- 
determination of the One Creative Force that constructs our solar system. This 
limitation is an initial movement. It is the beginning of the impenetrability of the 
body, which allows body-to-body interaction, the emergence of body from body, and 
the transformation of one body into another. With this limitation, the possibility of a 

multitude of bodies is also co-defined, specifically, the 
possibility of the emergence of bodies from other bodies as 
living multiplicity. 


This living multiplicity can only become a tangible reality 
through a living multitude within the plastic center itself. 
We have already seen how this multiplicity is realized in 
the Earth's plastic center: through the elliptical orbit of the 
Earth around the solar center. This motion integrates all 
elliptical line points sequentially into the Earth's plastic 
center, and all these points are distinct due to varying 
extensions of the ellipse; four of these points are even 
notable separation points. In this objectivity, it is now included that as the Earth 
moves along the elliptical path around the solar center, the physical organism must 
emerge, whose fundamental function is: bodily extension, growth from one body to 
another. However, it is still not included in the objectivity that the Earth must move 
around the solar center. Thus, we again experience the self-determination of the Force 
in the next initial movement. 


5. The Movement of the Body Around the Central Point. When this movement 
is established as an initial impulse or "first thrust," it necessarily brings with it the 
incorporation of the body—specifically, the Earth body—into the organic life of the 
ellipse, fully integrated into its plastic center and, therefore, into its entire formative 

reality. The organic bodily life is thus made "visible" 
through this elliptical orbit. Additionally, the infinite variety 
of organic bodily life becomes apparent, as we observe that 
each point on the infinite number of points on the elliptical 
line has its own extension and, as a line point, its own 
"character." Infinite "variation" is now visible through the 
visibility of the horizontal, causal, and diverse elliptical 
line. 

However, "mutation" is not yet represented in the 


objectivity. Without experiencing further self-determination 

of the Force, we would have to view organic bodily life as 
an infinite variety within a single line, a single causality, and a single "type." Our 
current constructions do not yet reveal a radical change outside of the same line. So, 
where must the Force intervene again to mandate this radical change? It must be at 


the perihelion point. Where the deepest and most complete principle of body 
formation is found, the deepest and most complete principle of body transformation 
must also be present. The fundamental reformative act of the Force at the perihelion 
point can be understood when we consider what astronomy teaches us about the 
movement of this perihelion point. It tells us that this point orbits around the Sun 
along with the entire elliptical plane, of which the Earth’s orbit is the circumference. 
This movement is thus a movement of the entire perihelion radius, representing a 
radical, "beyond-line" change from the central point itself into the plastic center of 
the Earth. This movement is a radical transformation, a mutation change. Yet, this is 
not yet found in our current construct. It requires a new self-determination of the 
Force. Thus, as the sixth initial movement, I propose: 


6. The Change in the Position of the Perihelion Point. This new foundational 
movement encompasses all the previous ones and thus represents an ongoing renewal 
of all imagery; it forms the basis of all radical changes in life. 


From these six fundamental, grandly simple foundational movements, the 
entire imagery of a solar system can be plastically envisioned, revealing both its 
unshakable regularity and its infinite variety or unpredictability. (See note 10) I 
emphasize: plastically envisioned. It is important to distinguish between astronomical 
observations and plastic-mathematical views. Astronomy does not contradict our 
"foundational movements"; in fact, it affirms them. However, astronomy merely 
observes and predicts based on causal considerations, whereas we perceive imagery 
from an original vision. From our six foundational movements, no other movement 
can be predicted with absolute precision, but all other movements can be thoroughly 
understood in terms of these foundational movements. In other words, once we 
clearly see and become familiar with these six foundational movements, the seeming 

unpredictability of reality reveals itself as comprehensible and 
thus harmoniously structured unpredictability. Then we 
perceive all apparent chaos as innerly blossoming from a 
single self-determined Force, and we find it beautiful through 
our contemplation. All the painful disorder that the chaos 
initially seems to bring is then presupposed and elevated to a 
"beautiful disorder." Gradually, we come to experience 
ourselves as admirers of all reality, as unmoved and yet 
moving in unity, as living tranquility. And then we realize that the Force from the 
beginning must be what finally comes to consciousness within us: Living Tranquility. 


This is the seventh way in which we experience the self-determination of the 
Force: as Living Tranquility, which eternally recreates as Life and eternally sustains 
as Tranquility. It is the supreme experience of the Force and thus the vision of the 


Whole, no longer imaginable in a separate figure. From this supreme experience, the 
entire reality becomes new. From this supreme experience, we view the objective 
imagery entirely anew, seeing and understanding it ever more positively, ever more 
deeply subjectively, and thus ever more completely objectively. 


I do not mean to assert that we can find each of the seven experiences of the 
self-determination of the Creative Force in the same order as the seven days of 
creation in the old Genesis story. But the number 'seven,' the 'sacred number' for 
which we find such remarkable and spontaneous preference in humanity, especially 
in religious thinking, is thus explained as having real significance in the creative life. 


Furthermore, these seven modes of experiencing the self-determined or free 
Force are identified with seven recognizable modes of human emotion, each of which 
must be born from the other. 


The first emotion is: wonder. 

The essential object of wonder, which always remains an object of wonder, is: 
space and time. It was said long ago by the ancients, and it remains true: the 
beginning of all wisdom is wonder. But we can now 'see' which objectivity always 
corresponds with wonder: it is space and time. What other feeling could we possibly 
have towards space and time as such, than the feeling of wonder! We have expressed 
space and time as such in a logically exact figure: it was the cross representation, the 
absolute ray and the absolute straight circle, the open figure that represents open 
absoluteness. Against this representation, there is nothing to argue intellectually, it is 
irrefutable, it ‘fits,’ and yet—who does not marvel and continue to marvel at the 
absolute ray and absolute straight circle! Wonder is the primordial human emotion, 
and indeed the primordial emotion towards space and time. That primordial feeling of 
wonder can often be reborn into admiration, but in living humanity, that primordial 
feeling always remains open to the reception of ever new admiration. Thus, that 
essentially open feeling must be exactly objectified in an exactly constructed, open 
figure. It is often considered the highest wisdom of life when someone says: I am no 
longer surprised by anything. But that is not wisdom, that is weariness; it may 
sometimes be the weariness of the wise, but it is still weariness and not wisdom. The 
wisdom of life itself is always kept open by the always-open feeling of wonder, 
which must always be reborn as admiration. The true sage is always characterized by 
a lasting gesture, a lasting expression of wonder. In our wisest moments, we marvel at 
the most ordinary events, at the very fact that we exist. Wonder is not only the 
beginning of all wisdom, but the enduring principle, the very pre-life of wisdom. 


The first act of wonder is a determination of space, not yet a determination 
within space, but of space itself. It creates a specific spatial center, with which infinite 
radial movement and infinite linear movement from and around that specific point are 
co-created. We very naturally determine this spatial center to begin with within 
ourselves. Thus, the first specific act of wonder is a movement from within ourselves, 
as the spatial center, a 'gazing into space’ (See note 11). This same conceptual 


representation of a specific spatial center and radial movement from it and linear 
movement around it, we encountered in the first experience of the self-determination 
of the Force. Thus, this exact conceptual representation tells us that the emotion of 
wonder is identical with the first experience of the free creation of the one Creative 
Force itself. 


The second emotion is: desire (verlangen). 

Wonder naturally gives rise to desire. Deep within the infinitely many feelings 
of desire lives the desire as a singular human natural impulse or emotion. The first act 
of desire is a directing, a directing in space, a determining in space—not of space 
now, but within space. Desire is a questioning direction, a ‘looking out,’ it is like 
casting a searchlight. And that first act can be constructively and accurately 
objectified only in the elliptical extension. Therein, the first determination in space is 
given: not yet a specific point, but already a specific direction, the perihelion ray with 
the other notable ray characteristics. This same conceptual representation we 
encountered in the second experience of the self-determination of the one Creative 
Force. That experience is desire, it 'extends' in a constructively exact sense. 


The third emotion is: craving (begeerte). 

Desire naturally gives birth to craving (begeeren). Deep within the infinitely 
many feelings of craving lives the craving as a singular human natural impulse or 
emotion. Craving is a feeling directed towards a fully determined objectivity. The 
most fundamental fully determined objectivity is, however, the plastic center. Thus, 
the act of craving is constructively and accurately objectified in the perihelion point, 
which is 'the' plastic point. And only in this way is that act constructively and 
accurately objectified. This is the same conceptual representation as in the third 
experience of the self-determination of the one Creative Force. That experience is 
craving. 


The fourth emotion is: domination. 

Craving naturally wants to dominate. And domination is nothing other than 
"limiting" the craved, "possessing" the craved within free, encompassing power. 
Thus, domination is constructively seen as the limitation of expression to a specific 
physical form, making the expression come to life and attain a certain "shape." 
Domination requires the same precise conceptualization as the fourth experience of 
the self-determination of the one Creative Force. That experience is domination. 
Deep within countless acts of domination (lust for power, ambition), the urge to 
dominate lives as a single human instinct or emotion. It lives in the innermost 
humanity of all of us and gives rise to Napoleonic geniuses, who "shape" new human 
life, time and again. 


The fifth emotion is: governing. 

Naturally, from domination comes governing. Governing is the completion of 
domination, and the most intrinsic act of governing is "organizing," fostering organic 
life, growth, blossoming, and reproduction. Well then, the objectification of this act 


can only be compellingly envisioned as the movement of the body through the 
elliptical line: the same conceptualization as in the fifth experience of the self- 
determination of the one Creative Force. That experience is governing. 


The sixth emotion is: reforming. 

Governing, when it truly governs, also desires to reform, to continuously renew 
what has been formed in its deepest plastic essence, not only to let it grow but also to 
keep it originally fresh. What is the deepest, most intrinsic act of reforming? Nothing 
other than renewing the very wellspring from which the soul of the form draws its 
creative power. The reforming force continually lifts the old form anew to the source 
of life at a different "level," so that the form does not always drink from the same 
stagnant fountain but always drinks from the one life. Well then, this deepest act can 
be constructively objectified only in the movement of the perihelion, the source of 
formation. We encountered this same conceptualization in the sixth experience of the 
self-determination of the one Creative Force. That experience is reforming. 


The seventh emotion is: admiration. 

All human emotions stem from wonder and reach maturity in admiration. 
Admiration embodies Living Peace, which manifests as "beauty." Beauty is the 
harmonious blend of complete motion, regularity, and irregularity, a unity that is 
perpetually surprising in its diversity. The objectification of beauty is all of reality as 
it is comprehended. This same concept of objectification appears in the seventh 
experience of the self-determination of the one Creative Force. This experience is 
admiration, continually renewed by wonder. 


Let me then close the first half of this lecture with the blessing that your sense 
of wonder may always remain alive, and that you may never say in the course of life: 
I wonder about nothing anymore. I have surely given you reason to wonder again. 
That is very good. Just say: how is it possible, where does he get it from! Well, I can 
tell you where I get all this from: from the uniquely human, from that part of our 
human existence where we do not speak a separate language, but listen to the 
Language itself and visualize and verify the meaning of its born words through exact, 
geometric conceptualizations. What we come to understand in this way is indeed 
correct, it "adds up," but it is also an ever-lasting source of living meditation. It 
remains always wondrous. That is very good. 


We have explored various forms of human emotion as different, more or less 
conscious experiences of the self-determination of the one Creative Force, which 
ultimately reveals itself as Living Peace. But living and peace in unity is nothing 
more than living without external purpose—it is life for the sake of life itself, a life 
that exists purely for and by itself. To live-for-the-sake-of-living can be summed up 
in one word: play. The continuous act of creation is a play. Our ancient scriptures 


already tell us that God's wisdom "played" when the earth was founded, and even 
modern thinkers, such as Nietzsche, refer to the "play" of creation. Humans also 
"play." We will now explore human play as an intrinsic part of the cosmic play of the 
Creative Force. In play, whether we are aware of it or not, we engage in a particular 
expression of emotion, through which we experience the self-determination of the 
one Creative Force. Here, I refer to human play, not as pastime or mischief, but as 
play itself. True human play is of profound "seriousness," yet it is entirely free from 
being "weighty." It is serious because it involves living for the sake of life itself— 
living without ulterior motives or external goals, a life that reflects inwardly and 
expresses itself without external manifestation. But despite its profound seriousness, 
true play is not heavy or burdensome. If play becomes serious in a burdensome way, 
it ceases to be play. Play is light; it is unconcerned with external constraints. It is free, 
unconcerned with external obligations. Play is the eternally youthful life that keeps us 
resilient amidst all doubts and duties. Play is the faithful life that repeatedly carries us 
away from coercive existence to the fresh sustenance of the origin itself. For both 
individuals and societies, those who "play falsely" are corrupt, degenerate, and 
ungodly. What is false play, the deepest and most essential form of transgression? It is 
the play that denies its light and free nature and becomes burdened with mischief or 
mere pastime. 


I felt this intensely when I had [the protagonist] Charis say in [my magazine 
article in “De Beweging” (1906)] “Het Evangelie Der Aarde” (“The Gospel of the 
Earth": 


"Do you know what is significant? 

Significant is what is eternal, and all things are multicolored acts of one 
eternity. 

Therefore, everything is equally significant, and because everything is equally 
significant, nothing is significant. 

This is known by the noble soul of every person, and therefore it plays 
[joyfully].” 


I felt this intensely at the time, but I did not know it positively. Now I know it. 
Now I have understood the game correctly and can now positively ‘behold’ it. Now I 
see that the human game is an exercise of the distinct emotions in which a person 
experiences the self-determination of the Creative Force. The game has evolved in 
society into distinct playgroups. Each group corresponds to one of the distinct 
emotions, which are experiences of the self-determination of the Creative Force. I 
will point out each separate playgroup in society and show you which emotion it 
corresponds with. 


To the first playgroup belong the so-called games of chance. Now, we all know 


that games of chance are dangerous. It is not easy to keep playing a game of chance; 
it will likely become 'weighty' and then turn into slavery, the opposite of play. But 
this degeneration says nothing against the emotion of the game of chance itself. The 
game of chance, in its pure form, is an exercise of wonder. The game of chance is a 
natural practice of that 'gazing into space,’ where nothing is yet determined, a curious 
looking forward to what that space will fill. Note the delightful distinction in 
language between 'curious' and ‘inquisitive.’ I am 'curious' when I am amazed, I am 
‘inquisitive’ when I am not undergoing wonder and artificially seek to stimulate my 
curiosity. But let us not digress from our game of chance. How natural is this game! 
There is no people or child who does not enjoy ‘guessing.’ We really do not need to go 
to Monte Carlo and guess 'red or black’ to discover this guessing impulse in us. 
Guessing is so natural that we often give ourselves little riddles, playing a game of 
chance on our own. For example, we might walk in a row of trees and think, 'I 
wonder if the number of trees in this row is even or odd.' Or we see a few children 
racing and think, 'I wonder who will win." That is a natural little game of chance, an 
exercise of the fundamental wisdom, wonder. There are certainly games of chance of 
much more adventurous and impactful nature. But now we know the essence of the 
game of chance. 


From wonder comes desire. We have already understood and seen this. But 
which playgroup is the natural exercise of desire? We observed the fundamental act 
of desire in the extension, fundamentally extending the circular line into an elliptical 
line. This is nothing other than the fundamental realization of the line as a line with a 
starting point, whereby concrete progression becomes possible. This is nothing other 
than the fundamental realization of concrete time. Thus, the game of desire is 
indicated. It is the game in which a story captivates us, engages our attention, and 
shows us the concrete line that a person follows, the single line from one event to 
another. In our childhood, we loved fairy tales; this was an expression of fundamental 
desire, as we followed Little Red Riding Hood, Bluebeard, and Tom Thumb in their 
timelines, their histories. In more mature years, we enjoy less naive stories, but we 
continue to love history as long as we see a Clear line in it, and a line with points of 
varied, surprising character... an ‘elliptical’ line. The entire study of history, as long as 
it does not become a dead 'subject' but responds to an immense human feeling, is an 
exercise of our desire, a game of desire. Novels and dramatic theater can captivate us, 
also through art. 


However, even if there is little 'art' involved, novels and theater still captivate 
us, as long as we see the line clearly, the tense, living, surprising line. Thus, we 
exercise and practice our desire in the game of history, sometimes naively, sometimes 
artistically, but fundamentally the same game we played in our childhood, the game 
of ‘Once upon a time... and then... and then...’ 

But from desire comes craving. 'Craving,' we said, 'is a feeling directed towards a 


fully determined objectivity,’ a form, an image. Craving does not objectify itself into 
a historical line but into a fully determined thing, an image, and no longer concerns 
itself with the history of that object, nor with what happened before it or what will 
happen after it. In which social game does a person play this craving? In the game of 
love. It is primarily a game of youth. A game where the young man devours that girl 
with eager looks and does not think about yesterday or tomorrow... yesterday might 
have been a different girl in his world, and tomorrow might bring another girl into his 
world. A game of the girl who receives the craving of that particular boy and 
expresses it as a gesture of youthful vitality. But it is also a game of past youth, as 
long as one is not jealous and can still play by watching a game! 


In the game of love, we practice craving. Moral rigorists might jump up and 
say that such a thing is not permissible. Indeed, it can be argued that love should not 
remain a game. There are many solid reasons to argue this, including moral, political, 
legal, and ethnological reasons. But, to be truthful, let us at least admit that in reality, 
love begins as a game or—it is not love but calculation. Love at least starts as a game, 
and as a game in which our craving is practiced, a craving that we have come to 
understand as the third way of experiencing the free Creative Force itself. Thus, this 
game is a Sacred game, a game full of seriousness but without weightiness. That this 
game, due to various circumstances, is often forced to end in weighty obligations 
cannot be denied either. However, in truth, is love still love when it is bound by 
obligations? I hope we have enough courage to at least say to ourselves: no. Love can 
still live through obligations, but obligation as such is not love, that we know. And as 
soon as love lives through obligations, that love is again... a game, the game of 
craving. And where that game knows that it is a game, and wants to be a game, and 
can still avoid the heavy weightiness of moral, political, legal, and ethnological 
nature, there it is not only good but sacred; there it is fresh human life, abundant life, 
honest life. And if those who are already bound by obligations do not entirely become 
alienated from the game of love, they owe it to those who can still play, free from all 
obligations. We should not deny that love can face a worse fate than being bound by 
obligations: it can be reduced to mischief or pastime, anything but a 'game'! But that 
is not what we are discussing now. We are discussing the game—of fresh life’s 
laughter, which arises from the deepest intimacy and shines in honest eyes, of a light 
that briefly illuminates through all the heavy, duty-bound darkness, something real 
yes, but not of this world. We speak now of a secret that two people have explored 
with a single all-seeing glance... They will keep that secret in reverent modesty, and 
they will deny it as soon as it threatens to become weighty. Yes, if weightiness 
threatens, they will deny their secret, even to each other perhaps, with the most 
solemn oaths... because that secret was born from play and lives only in play. 


The game of love is indestructible in human society, and let us be heartily glad 
for that. Love beyond marriage makes love within marriage still possible. The ancient 
Romans understood this well. The 'Vestal Virgins,’ whose duty was to keep the hearth 
fire burning, lived outside of marriage. If the Vestal Virgins were faithful to their 


calling, they certainly played their game of love, their game of craving. 

But from craving comes ruling. It is not difficult to identify the type of game through 
which a person exercises dominance in society. This group includes all games where 
we strive to 'overcome.' This group is sports in the broadest sense of the word. In this 
game, human ambition is refined precisely because it is realized in 'play.' Non- 
playing, weighty ambition is perverse ambition; it makes a person envious in defeat 
and becomes taunting parvenu cruelty as soon as it achieves victory. Non-playing, 
weighty ambition is perverse ambition; it fosters bitterness in failure and bragging in 
success: behind all weighty ambition lurks envy. But playful ambition is the life of a 
noble instinct. There is nothing so powerfully hostile to pretentious envy as the 'game' 
of victory and defeat. This game is a true war against envy. And it is indeed a sacred 
war, the only sacred war, even though its warriors wear no heroic uniforms but very 
light, graceful sports outfits. For envy, in all its forms, is opposition to creation; envy 
is in all its forms a denial of life itself, not destruction out of a desire for recreation 
but destruction driven by mischievous destructiveness alone. Envy is always revenge, 
revenge against the discouraging suffering that Truth must impose on humanity, 
revenge against well-known Truth, sin against the Holy Spirit, a cursed sacrilegious 
gift. And against this: playful ambition! The true King will wish for his people a rich 
variety of games, in which they may express their pure ambition. Then envy must 
wither in his people, and true greatness will be recognized and not nibbled away or 
diminished. A people with healthy ambition can appreciate. 


From ruling, we said, comes governing. Governing is always, as a societal act, 
some form of 'moralizing.' The refinement of morals, the refinement of laws, the fair 
application of laws, justice—what is everything that happens 'in the name of the 
King,’ fundamentally but 'moralizing"? And what is 'moralizing' in society when it 
comes to play? It is the witty humor, the elegant conversational tone, where we 
courteously and amusingly 'shine the light' on each other. It is a noble game, this 
sparkling humor. It leads from wit to true spirituality, to spirited reason. This game is 
a characteristic of a people as a 'people.' One may say what one wants about French 
effervescence, but the French people are undeniably a ‘people.’ And that is why they 
so well understand the wit in society. The French know how to shoot with arrows in 
their conversation, like the arrows of Cupid: one is gladly struck by them, they 
penetrate, they ‘speak the truth,’ they ‘hit the mark' without embittering, they are not 
dipped in poison but in a beneficial moisture that refreshes the blood. In this regard, 
the French may serve as a model for us Dutch. There is indeed a delightful unity 
above the Dutch nation, a truly Dutch unity, the Dutch language. But this unity still 
hovers above our nation; we touch our language with our heads, our hard, clear Dutch 
heads, but we do not yet carry the language in our hearts. Therefore, our people are 
still not fully realized as a 'people,' and we notice this in our national 'wit.' Dutch wit 
does indeed laugh here and there in a delightful, playful manner on the streets, but in 
actual society, the intimate circle, it has not yet penetrated. We may well 'jab' at each 


other and ‘give sneaky digs' and practice "Tit for tat,’ but that is not yet 'wit.' It is not 
yet sparkling ingenuity, it is not play, it is not the courtly game in which the human 
instinct for governance is practiced; it is not yet an expression of people who know 
they must be skilled in governance, even if only to govern themselves. 


In Rome, I once spoke with an elderly, venerable French priest, a missionary 
bishop. He told me that when he was still very young, Pope Leo XIII wanted to 
appoint him as a bishop. "I was not very pleased with this distinction," he said. "I 
confess that I did not really have the courage to hold such a responsible position in 
foreign, uncivilized, and dangerous lands. I went for an audience with the Pope and 
modestly expressed my concerns. I said among other things: I am still so young. But 
Leo XIII neatly put me in my place: La jeunesse, mon fils, est un défaut dont on se 
corrige peu a peu. (See Note 12) The old bishop smiled wryly: Si je me suis corrigé 
de tous mes défauts comme de celui-ld, je touche maintenant a la perfection. (See 
Note 13) That is wit, courteous wit, a game of governance. Leo XIII was a king 
through and through. And so was that old bishop. The true king honors intimate wit, 
and that is why he honors the people who carry the language of his people, not only 
in their heads but also in their hearts. 


From ruling comes reforming. And what is reforming as a form of social 
activity, particularly as a social game? It is the celebration. "The reforming power," 
we said, "carries the old form again and again to the source of life at a different 
level," so that the form does not continuously drink from the same dead fountain but 
always from the one life. Well, this happens as a social game in the "celebration." It 
does not matter much what the occasion for the celebration is; the act of celebrating 
itself refreshes both the source of life and life itself. In celebration, humans exercise 
their instinct for reforming as social beings. During a celebration, we become 
thoroughly free and fresh once again; we let ourselves go, and we indulge heartily in 
the generous drink of life. A people that truly celebrates revises itself, reforms itself 
through its past, which becomes a joyous present and thus brings eternal growth. 
Thus, the true celebration is always a triumph over envy. For envy is always against 
reforming; envy is always the disruptive force in reforms, especially when it pretends 
to have a sense of reform. Envy is never transparent; it is always cautious, often 
hiding behind external, traditional formalities. Let us not forget how to celebrate: in 
celebration, the morbid envy finds a decent end. Everything that is not envious also 
rejoices in a celebration, for a celebration is so thoroughly social, envy-free, and 
joyful. 


Celebration is fundamentally a social experience. And interestingly, this very 
social nature of celebration is deeply connected to experiencing the unified Life 
Force, which in turn is related to solitude. Solitude isn’t opposed to social interaction; 
rather, it finds its true meaning within it. Solitude creates and recreates the richness of 
social life. It offers a sense of unity in order to contribute to the diversity of social 
interaction. The game of solitude is represented by art in all its forms—where the 
artist exercises and embodies admiration, which is born from wonder. Art itself is a 


solitary endeavor: only those who draw from their innermost unity can truly be 
artists. However, art is performed for the benefit of society, serving as a tribute to a 
universal Power that benefits everyone. 


In conclusion, our explanation of the concept of play has been an exercise in 
itself. This explanation was a form of play, using words and ideas. But these words 
are grounded in verifiable reality, and these ideas are conceptual representations of 
this reality. Thus, our perspective will naturally unfold in actual life. 


QUESTIONS. 


I. May we not simply call the one self-determined (and thus free) Creative Force 
'God'? 


Yes, we can now Call the one self-determined (and thus free) Creative Force 
simply "God," because we can now precisely state what the word "God" should mean 
in positive mysticism. 


For the positive mystic, "God" ultimately means: The one Force that becomes 
self-aware through the many forms of matter and that becomes self-conscious in the 
human being, experiencing itself as one Force. 


The etymology of the word "God" ("God" is related to "Wodan," the name of a 
Germanic deity) is not important here: the living language use is the only decisive 
factor in determining the correct and living meaning of a word related to life. The 
word "God" has, in living language, a growing meaning that can only mature into a 
truly exact and concrete meaning for the positive mystic. The development of the 
meaning of this word within the human species is more or less repeated in each 
human individual, to the extent that the individual feels and thinks personally. Each 
stage of that meaning corresponds to a stage of inner, human reality. 


To begin with, the word "God" corresponds to human wonder, which explains 
why this word is still used as an exclamation of wonder. That primal feeling, wonder, 
is not fear in itself but often accompanies fear, especially among the wild. Wonder is 
essentially, as we have already acknowledged, a sense of space. At this stage, the 
human feels vaguely that a force becomes conscious in the space or: personifies 
itself. He projects this personification into space and worships the deity in one or 
more personalities as the Maker of the great Whole. 


We have seen that wonder naturally gives rise to the emotions of desire, 
longing, ruling, governing, and reforming, and is repeatedly reborn as admiration. In 
accordance with these emotions, the human must successively project the deity as the 
personification of Desire, which lives in concrete time or history (God as Justice), as 
the personification of Longing, which determines and selects peoples or individuals 
(God of "election," Sect-God, War-God), as the personification of Ruling, which sets 
limits to everything and thus reveals itself as unlimited (God as Omnipotence), as the 
personification of Governing, which "moralizes," gives commands, and enforces 


them (God as King), as the personification of Reforming, which rewards and 
punishes to refine humans (God as Father). Each time, God appears with more or less 
strength among all these forms as the projected personification of Admiration (God as 
the "good" God, our Lord), who is nothing but Love and creates everything to elevate 
it to perfection—however incomprehensible that "good" God may be. 


But when finally our admiration, after many attempts at thinking and feeling, 
has become fully self-conscious emotion, then it begins to see the objectivity in its 
essence, then it positively perceives objectivity as formative movement, and then the 
human no longer projects a personal, subjective God into it, but sees matter as 
objectivity, the objectivity that emanates as the opposite being of the Force or 
Subject. 


Then he sees matter as being moved or "sent out" by the Force, then he sees 
Matter as Sacred Matter or "Holy Spirit." 


Then he experiences that the one Creative Force becomes personal in him as a 
human being. Then he experiences the personality of God as growing Universal 
Consciousness, which grows into self-consciousness (awareness of the one Force as 
one Force) in the human. Then he experiences God as the growing God-Man, and it is 
no longer vague poeticism when he says: "In the depths of my being, I become God, 
more and more." 


And in the depths of that Universal Consciousness, he continues to experience: 
the one Force that moves, unmoved, the one Force that Is. 


II. ‘In this course, we witnessed a profound appreciation for language. However, 
we also encountered many "foreign" words. Shouldn't we, if we truly cherish our 
language, avoid using foreign terms? 


Language is a national characteristic that is naturally interconnected with other 
national characteristics. It represents the distinctiveness of a people but is not an 
exclusive trait. Language is national without being opposed to the international. 
Unlike a sect, which is inherently opposed to other sects, a national language isn't 
inherently antagonistic towards other languages. Every national language contains an 
international, universally human element, which is reflected in the "foreign" words 
that seamlessly integrate into its vocabulary. This is especially true for foreign words 
that have a clear international presence. For instance, the term "national" is itself a 
highly international word. 


A person who loves their language will avoid using foreign words if they 
conflict with the language's character or remain completely irrelevant to its usage. 
However, a thoughtful lover of their language will recognize that its character is a 


unique aspect of the people and not a rejection of the universal. A "purist" who clings 
rigidly to their language can turn their linguistic community into a closed sect. In 
contrast, foreign words, when appropriately used, keep a language vibrant and foster 
its natural development. For instance, translating "objectivity" as "voorwerpelijkheid" 
and "subjectivity" as "onderwerpelijkheid" would result in an artificial and unnatural 
language. 


VI. 
OPEN NATURAL PHENOMENA. 


We came to understand wonder as the underlying experience of all human 
emotion. We saw that the essential object of wonder is space and time as such, that is, 
space and time insofar as they remain "open," not yet enclosed into form or plasticity. 


Space and time, as absolute, open opposites, are not "given" in nature. The direct data 
of nature are tangible forms or bodies. From these, we infer space and time through 
our instinct for absoluteness, which evolves from the most primitive naivety to the 
most exact positivity. However, soon after the awakening of consciousness, nature 
presents us with other data beyond forms or bodies. To the higher senses, sight and 
hearing, it offers objective data that are not enclosed forms: light and sound. Light, as 
light, is not a form but an open natural phenomenon. And sound, as sound, is not a 
form but an open natural phenomenon. As such, light and sound can be distinguished 
from enclosed natural phenomena or forms, which should be called natural 
appearances rather than natural phenomena. 


We will now come to know these two fundamental open natural phenomena as the 
given revelations of the deepest, open opposites of objective reality: space and time. 


The light. 

If we recall the "characteristic" of vertical movement or spatial movement, it 
becomes quite easy to understand that light is the fundamental open phenomenon of 
space, the fundamental phenomenon of open vertical movement. Light essentially 
emanates from a center; it is radial movement, essentially spatial movement. It is 
spatial movement and not a solid form. For light, as light, always has a center, an 
origin point, but that center is a spatial center, not a solid one. Light, as light, has no 
essential surface. It has no definite physical boundary but is only vaguely bounded, 
thus essentially not bounded, because a boundary is inherently something definite. 
Light is essentially vertical movement, essentially space. At any point of a light 
beam, light can be "refracted," not "bent," because it is light. Each point of a light 
beam is thus latently a spatial center. Light can even be dispersed into different 
colors, which spread spatially in distinct rays. Thus, we see light as essentially spatial 
movement, as the fundamental, open phenomenon of vertical movement. For there is 
no phenomenon so essentially a movement from a center as precisely light. 
Therefore, we can also call light the "original" phenomenon. For the spatial center, in 
contrast to cause, is origin. While causality moves horizontally in the before and after 
of temporal movement, origin is the principle of spatial movement. Also, in contrast 
to the solid center, the spatial center is truly origin. For a solid center is indeed a 
principle, a principle of form, but it is composite, composed of line and ray, it is the 
intersection of line and ray and thus requires a deeper, uncompounded principle, and 
that deeper principle is the spatial center, the truly original center, from which spatial 
movement and horizontal movement and their interweaving are governed. 


Two objections can be raised against this reasoning: one experimental and one 
hypothetical. 


The experimental objection is this: if we force light to pass through a very 
small opening, we observe that the light in that opening moves in curved rays. The 
opening must be extremely small, and the curvature of the rays can only be observed 
with clever instruments, but the deviation from the "straight" ray movement is there. 
Therefore, we cannot call light the fundamental phenomenon of open vertical 
movement, which always spreads from a center in straight rays. 


This objection provides a welcome opportunity to reconsider the course of our 
reasoning. We start from observation and have rightly and reasonably acknowledged 
that the deepest open opposites of objectivity are absolute opposites: space and time. 
When we find an open phenomenon in nature that immediately presents itself as a 
"radial" phenomenon, we say that absolute open space is revealed in that 
phenomenon, also mindful of the "will to reveal" in nature that we have 
acknowledged. And then we are well aware that this spatial phenomenon may be a 
"fundamental" phenomenon but not an "absolute" one. We know, even without 
experiments, that there are no absolute givens in nature, and an experiment that 
comes to confirm this teaches us nothing new. We know that absolute objectivity is 
only recognized through logical deduction from the relatively given nature. But that 
certainly does not prevent us from finding absolute objectivity again in the relatively 
given natural reality, approximating it. This is precisely the truth: to reduce the 
relative natural data to absolutes, not to remain dreaming in those ideal absolutes, but 
to find those absolutes again in the relative natural data. Only this definition of truth 
is a positivization of the human truth instinct, which to begin with is an absolutism 
instinct and completes itself as a recognition instinct. We call a sphere a sphere, 
although we know very well that "experimentally" no absolute sphere exists; we call 
a cube a cube, although we know very well that "experimentally" a cube is always 
only relatively a cube. This is done by our inalienable absolutism and recognition 
instinct, our truth instinct. That same inalienable, undeniable truth instinct, 
positivized to controllable exactness, makes us say: light is the "fundamental" (not 
the "absolute") phenomenon of space; light is the fundamental revelation of space, 
which reveals itself because it must reveal itself out of the deepest will-to-reveal. This 
is how we "see" nature, how we "see through" it, from its relative exteriority to the 
absoluteness that lives behind it, and which we must acknowledge if we do not want 
to betray our specifically human truth instinct. 


The second objection states that physics offers different explanations of light. 
These explanations are indeed "hypotheses," but they are based on precise, 
experimental observations. This objection is of a more general nature. It explains 
light through movements with which it is causally connected. This objection provides 
"causal" explanations against ours and, as such, is already refuted. We gladly accept 
causal explanations insofar as they are correct, we do not contradict those causal 


explanations, and they do not contradict us. But we seek something beyond causal 
explanations. We are no longer asking what a phenomenon is causally connected to; 
we are now asking what a phenomenon is. We want to view the mystery of a 
phenomenon as a mystery. Now, the mystery as complete reality is plastic reality or 
depiction or form. That is why we first had to learn to observe natural forms. But 
open natural phenomena are not complete depictions, and therefore we must see open 
phenomena as elements of depiction, integrated into the pictorial life of the entire 
cosmos. Verticality is a pictorial element; it is called to pair with horizontality to form 
plasticity. Thus, our explanation of light as a fundamental phenomenon of verticality 
is a plastic explanation of light as a pictorial element. And as the complete opposite 
of light, we will recognize sound. 


The sound. 

The complete opposite of light is indeed sound. When we fully understand that 
time, the absolute horizontality, wants to reveal itself as a relative phenomenon, 
sound immediately presents itself as the fundamental phenomenon of horizontal 
motion. Sound is essentially flexible, pliable, centerless, and horizontal. Sound is 
causally closely related to airwaves, which we can easily demonstrate experimentally. 
However, sound immediately presents itself as a line. Our auditory perception cannot 
perceive sound as anything other than linear motion, forward motion, time-motion, 
especially when we carefully listen to what sound essentially is, apart from all its 
"causal" connections. A painter who accurately perceives light as what it is (even if 
he cannot fully express it in words) will represent his perception of light in color 
expansion. He does this because he sees that light is expansion. A composer who 
accurately listens to sound as what it is (even if he cannot fully express it in words) 
will hear a specific characteristic in the duration of a single sound and in the length 
relationship between individual sounds. This is because he hears that sound is 
"length" or "line." The longer or shorter duration of a light phenomenon might cause 
an incidental, perhaps overwhelming, impression, but the impression of that duration 
as duration is incidental. For example, if we could prolong the light phenomenon of a 
lightning bolt, the incidental impression would change, but the light would not 
fundamentally change its characteristic. This is because light is essentially not a 
duration- or length- or line- but a space phenomenon. However, for someone who 
listens carefully to the characteristics of sound, the impression of a plucked string 
sound is fundamentally different from a bell sound, and the bell sound is 
fundamentally different from an extended organ tone. The essential difference in 
characteristics between a plucked string sound, a bell sound, and an organ tone is 
very elementary, but the whole of music is music through the artistic length 
relationship or line relationship of sound. Even the "height" or "low" of the tones is 
nothing but a line relationship. And not because the air vibrations in high tones move 
faster than in low tones: that is just "causality." No, the difference between high and 
low tones is not "measured" but perceived as a line relationship. What does "high" 
and "low" mean, and how did we come to call some tones high and others low? High 
and low mean relations to a specific point, and the fundamentally characteristic 
relation to a point is the distance relation of a line to its center. A line that is far from 


its center is high; a line that is close to its center is low. A line that is far from its 
center appears more "tense" than a line that is close to its center because ray 
expansion and line tension emanate from the spatial center, and this ray expansion 
and line tension increase with the distance from the center. This is the essential, 
pictorial-mathematical reason, aside from all causality, why a string (a line!) sounds 
higher the more it is tensioned. 


Sound is line, sound is essentially centerless, and this is the essential pictorial- 
mathematical reason why sound is so easily directly expressed and directly 
reproduced in and through the phonographic line. Light waves can be written down 
and read from a line, but light is not directly expressible and reproducible in a line. 
This applies only to sound, precisely because of its inherently flexible, pliant nature. 


As a cosmic phenomenon, sound naturally has a cosmic origin. For our human 
cosmos, the sun and the earth, that origin is the center of the sun. That center is the 
fundamental source of light and also the fundamental spatial center around which 
sound moves. The fundamental horizontal line of sound is the fundamental line of our 
cosmos, the force line of the earth's orbit around the sun. We do not hear it directly, so 
it is not a "phenomenon" in the sense of being perceptible in nature. But we do hear it 
indirectly; all horizontality, including all sound, is based on it. Though not 
immediately audible itself, it is "the" sound par excellence because it is the force line 
by which all sound can be heard. Therefore, the Pythagoreans spoke of the 
continuous sound or "music" of the spheres. They understood the essence of sound, 
the curved, the linear essence. 


Thus, light and sound, as given open phenomena, are each other's complete 
opposites. This implies two things: first, that they are not "foreign" to each other but 
intimately related; second, that they are still fundamentally different. The physicist 
also knows that light and sound are not "foreign" to each other. But for him, this 
means that light and sound ultimately differ only "quantitatively." He is mistaken in 
this because he has not trained himself in the "seeing" of opposites. Opposites are 
essentially one and fundamentally different at the same time. This cannot be 
understood but is very clear to see. We only need to contemplate an ordinary circle to 
see this: radius and line are in the center and through the center essentially one and 
fundamentally different at the same time. One and the same force, which 
differentiates into the fundamentally different senses of sight and hearing, also 
differentiates into the fundamental diversity of space and time and into the 
fundamental diversity of both "given" open phenomena: light and sound. 


The essential difference between light and sound is of fundamental significance 
for a pictorial understanding of natural reality as a "sad" world. We view light and 
sound as complete opposites, embedded in the entire natural reality, yet in our 
perceptual world, we do not see them combined into complete plasticity. We do not 
see light and sound intersecting to create a plastic center for the depiction of light and 
sound as one. 


The depictions we observe on earth are all representations of verticality and 
horizontality, which are not "given" as sensory perceptions but must be inferred from 
immediate natural data using reason and imagination. As soon as verticality and 
horizontality are "given" as phenomena, they remain open phenomena, certainly not 
foreign to each other, but still distinct and unpaired. This makes our perceptual world 
characteristically one of incomplete plasticity, a perceptual world in which completed 
opposites, which are meant to pair together, cannot yet do so—in other words, a 
perceptual world where human pictorial perception and creative representation cannot 
yet achieve full satisfaction. This is why our world is still a vale of tears because we 
perceive light and sound as wholly unpaired. This is certainly not a "causal" 
explanation of the world's suffering. Rather, it is an explanation that delves deeper 
than mere causality and tells us that no causal improvement of any kind can eradicate 
the essential suffering of the world. 


This is not as sorrowful as it might first appear. At least for a person with such 
a powerful positive-mystical disposition that he is willing to give his life for exact 
perception, this is merely an encouragement to see precisely what in this perceptual 
world of closed and open phenomena constitutes pure human happiness. Thus, he 
alrives at a positive-mystical distinction between contentment and happiness. 


Everyday contentment for him is the satisfaction of fulfilling his human calling 
in the world of closed and open phenomena, i.e., to learn to see them purely and 
controllably, to learn to characterize them purely and controllably as revelations of 
cosmic movements. 


But happiness for him is not everyday contentment, nor is it contentment 
amidst open phenomena that are called to depiction as completed opposites but 
cannot yet achieve depiction. His happiness is a brief and intense festive moment in 
which he perceives a beauty that surpasses the pleasure of sight, beyond the pleasure 
of hearing—a beauty derived from both sight and sound, a beauty of sight and sound 
united. It is the single ecstasy of all senses, in which he feels sight and hearing and 
their objectivities, light and sound, at least momentarily paired together to depict a 
new earth, full of new, living beauty. 


That this new earth is a reality, the positive mystic is certain because he 
understands what opposites are and what they are called to do. However, he cannot 
yet perceive the beauty of the new earth in its unity and diversity; he can only 
anticipate it. And this anticipation is his happiness, his moment of ecstatic 
celebration. We can live in anticipation of this happiness for a long time—but in its 
full intensity, it only comes briefly; it would overwhelm us if it were to persist. We 
can continue to live in it as a certain expectation that, someday and somewhere, the 
opposites of light and sound will create a new and lasting depiction, and must do so 
because they are opposites, cosmic opposites, integrated into the entire plastic world 
life. This new depiction is earthly; it is born from light and sound. But it is a new 


kind of earthliness, an earthly heaven. 


This may seem a bit fantastic to you. But let me point out that we have already 
experienced the pairing of two senses into a higher ecstatic pleasure on a lower level. 
I mention this to be clear and to provide you with a tangible connection to our 
reflections in the entirely real life. 


Our most fundamental sense is our sense of touch in the strictest meaning, our 
tactile sense. All our other senses are essentially nothing more than differentiations 
and refinements of the tactile sense. Initially, the tactile sense differentiates into taste 
and smell. Taste and smell are the two lower senses that arise from the tactile sense. 
However, these senses also merge into one, as the unity of the tactile sense reappears 
in the combination of taste and smell, and the pleasure of this reunification lives in a 
special organ: the sexual organ. Lower, animal sexuality is, as sexual pleasure, the 
ecstasy of taste and smell united. The pleasure of wine is a refined pleasure within the 
same domain. One drinks wine to experience the pleasure of taste and aroma 
(bouquet) together. The tactile sense, after this reunification in animal sexuality, 
differentiates once again into sight and hearing. But sight and hearing must again 
experience the unity of the tactile sense from which they originated. This partially 
occurs in higher eroticism and is especially realized in the ecstasy of cosmic love, 
cosmic sensual love, which is "happiness." So, is happiness ultimately sensual love? 
Yes. A love that is both perceptive and fruitfully perceptive, a love that creates the 
new earth. 


Light and sound are the fundamental, open phenomena outside of the imaged 
corporeality, phenomena "to" the bodies. We will now briefly discuss the 
fundamental, open phenomena that are intimately connected with the imaged 
corporeality, phenomena "of" the bodies. After that, we will speak more positively 
about the "new earth" we have already mentioned. 


As far as bodies are bodies, they have "radiations" or forms. But bodies have 
another function beyond merely being bodies. They also have the function of body- 
creation, in other words, in addition to being bodies, they have the function of a real 
relationship to each other, through which they influence each other, ultimately 
influencing each other’s form to form, i.e., recreating. The fundamental revelations of 
that real or active relationship of body to body are the fundamental phenomena "of" 
the bodies. 


Thus, the living quantity of bodies is an open phenomenon "of" the bodies. 
Every real relationship of body to body, no matter how complicated or exalted, can be 
reduced to the relationship of living quantity. I say living quantity because quantity, 
as a real or active relationship, which is a recreative relationship, cannot be known 
experimentally by measuring, weighing, and counting alone, but by insight into its 
fundamentally imaged character. If quantity is imaged, it must display horizontal and 


vertical aspects, and it does so as heat and weight. The phenomenon of weight is 
essential verticality or rigidity: it is essentially realized in the fall of bodies, which 
fall is "stiff," always following a straight path to a single point. The phenomenon of 
heat is essential horizontality or flexibility: it is essentially realized in the expansion 
of bodies and is measured with the typically flexible mercury, which expands so 
easily with heat (See note 14). 


The surface of bodies can also become an open phenomenon. In normal 
corporeality, it is not. In normal corporeality, the surface is a "closed" surface, one 
with the body’s content, and thus a "form." For a surface to become an open 
phenomenon, there must first be a disharmony, a disunity, between content and 
surface. When this occurs, and if our reasoning so far is correct, we should see the 
surface of such a disunited, abnormal reality as an open phenomenon— a surface that 
is not a closed form, an open surface that is "empty" and that, because it is meant to 
enclose content, is perceptible as if it "calls for" content. 


This happens with the phenomenon of electricity. Initially, electricity as a 
phenomenon is truly abnormal surface movement. I say "electricity as a 
phenomenon" because we are not talking about electricity as particles, which are 
called "positive ions" and "corpuscles"—very typical "particles," since they are the 
smallest particles we can observe. These "positive ions" and "corpuscles" are forms, 
very small forms indeed, but forms nonetheless. However, we are not speaking of 
closed forms; we are speaking of open phenomena. As an open phenomenon, 
electricity is abnormal surface movement. For example, the electricity that enables us 
to speak to each other by telephone does not move through the wires but around 
them. As an open phenomenon, electricity is abnormal surface movement: "positive" 
or "negative" electricity, i.e., increased or decreased tension of the actual surface. 
Where this increase or decrease has been equalized, electricity as an open 
phenomenon has disappeared. 


And does this abnormal, open surface movement also call for content? Yes, 
indeed. Electricity essentially strives to become an imaged element: horizontality, 
verticality, or a plastic center. It becomes horizontality as an electric current, it 
becomes verticality as electric light, and it becomes a plastic center as an electric 
spark. Is the sudden or pointed spark movement really plastic? Yes, because it is 
perceptible as a unity of verticality and horizontality, as a combination of verticality 
and horizontality: it is light as verticality, and it is rapid line movement as 
horizontality, a "jumping" from body to body. 


And now let's speak more positively about the "new earth," or, old-fashioned 
but heartfelt, the "heaven." This is fundamentally connected to a complete discussion 
of the open phenomena "on" the bodies: light and sound. The open phenomena "of" 
the bodies do not give an impression of dissatisfaction, as they are working 
relationships between bodies, intimately connected with the depicted corporeality. 
However, the open phenomena "on" the bodies are so open that they are initially 


perceived as being devoid of representation, separated from each other, yet destined 
to come together in an intimate, formative union. This initially provides, for those 
who can truly "see," a sense of dissatisfaction, a deep sorrow that for the positive 
mystic can only be alleviated if they constructively understand that light and sound 
must ultimately come together to form a new image. This constructive insight into 
this new union is accompanied by a new merging of the various senses, sight and 
hearing, a positive merging, in such a way that we keep the separateness of sight and 
hearing distinct at all higher unity levels but still integrated at lower levels. 


We have already discussed the merging of taste and smell. This merging is 
initially anything but positive; it is initially a "intoxication" because the separateness 
of the senses then completely disappears. Apart from all causal explanations, this is 
the fundamental reason why wine "intoxicates": it is in strong measure taste and 
smell in one. Not taste and smell "together," but taste and smell as one, taste and 
smell as one reality. Someone who, due to some event, has lost their "sense of smell" 
can still be intoxicated by wine because the aroma of wine is so completely one with 
the taste that the taste naturally brings the smell consciously or unconsciously. 
However, someone who has lost both taste and smell due to some event will still be 
able to be intoxicated by wine. This is because taste and smell are so intertwined with 
the wine itself that even outside the taste and smell organs, the intake of wine into the 
body stimulates the centers of taste and smell in the brain and makes them respond 
together, consciously or unconsciously. 


Intoxication, the fading merging of the senses, cannot be unconditionally 
condemned. Certainly, it should not remain mere intoxication or "exaltation"; it must 
be presumed and elevated to the positivity of deliberate "ecstasy." But it must exist in 
order to be presumed and elevated. The instinct for intoxication is, in itself, a very 
natural, human instinct. It is the instinct that creates newer, higher sensuality from the 
merging of separate, lower senses. "Ecstasy," a very positive form of perception and 
creation, is: the elevated and positive state of intoxication. Those who 
unconditionally reject all forms of intoxication remain sober and dead in dry 
rationality without representation. More specifically, the constructive vision of the 
"new earth" presupposes an intoxicating immersion of all our senses in the earthly 
beauty that we can fully experience now, before any afterlife. I felt this intensely 
when I wrote in [my 1911 book] "Christosophie": 


"Now let all your beauty intoxicate all my senses, O dear Earth, 

That your sacred life-scent might dispel the thick smoke that fumes from the 
stale world of lies around me, 

That I may behold your Truth, my vision, born from your glowing Heart! 
Thank you, O Earth, for also giving intoxication as an antidote to the toxic 
vapors of the world, 

That tormentingly lie to my soul: there is no more Beauty... 

No, I do not call this a heavenly illusion: 

That the sun loves me, and cherishes my affection, 


And that the birds greet me from distant loved ones, 

And that the clouds rain out of joy and sorrow, which are my sorrow and my 
joy. 

For is not the poet's vision from you and your flowers, O Earth! 

Now that I can see you as you are and appear, now I am dead, I no longer live, 
but Everything lives within me. 

But this dying is an overabundant act of life: so I would die a thousand times, 
And while dying know that Everything lives forever." 


Regardless of the literary value or lack thereof of this poetic prose—no one 
will claim that it speaks in "sober" language. It is all intoxication, meant to make 
even the staunchest teetotaler drunk. Yet even now, after years, I can validate 
everything I then said as being accurate and verifiable. Furthermore, we can construct 
the "new" earth exactly from the imaginative construction of the earth we now 
inhabit. 


When explaining the cross-structure of the human organism, we said: "Thus 
evolution tells us what evolution has wanted from the beginning." This is a 
universally valid principle of evolution, as evolution is nothing other than a visible 
manifestation of the inner essence. What has been present from the beginning of life 
emerges as an external appearance upon completion. Now, the ellipse, including the 
elliptical orbit of the Earth, is an evolution of the circle. The circle has from the 
beginning been the inner origin or "principle" of the ellipse. That principle is 
immediately extended or "organized" into an ellipse from the beginning, but is meant 
to reappear upon completed evolution. Let’s clarify this with Fig. XI. 


The eccentricity is now exaggerated for clarity, much greater than the 
eccentricity of the Earth's orbital ellipse. The dotted circle represents the principle of 
the ellipse, the principle that is immediately organized into an ellipse from the 
beginning. This principle must reappear upon completed evolution, and since the 
completed external appearance is contrary to the inner principle, the circle, as the 
completion of the ellipse evolution, must stand in an opposite relation to the circle as 
the principle of ellipse evolution. 


The circle with B as the center is entirely opposite to the circle with M as the center. 
The circle with B as the center represents the conceptual model of the path of the new 
earth, and the new earth moves in an opposite relation to the earth that "humans" 
inhabit. If the earth is at P, then the new earth will be at A. If the earth is at C, then the 
new earth will be at C’. If the earth is at D, then the new earth will be at D'. If the 
earth is at E, then the new earth will be at E', and so on. Of course, we might still look 
forward to that new earth for a long time without actually "seeing" it. But there are 
many realities that people can desperately anticipate without seeing them, and yet 
they are real. The only question now is whether our construction is correct. And it is 
correct. Therefore, it must be realized. This construction is the imaginative 
construction of the new earth from the earth that "humans" inhabit. This construction 
is "exact," not "precise." It will not tell us "exactly" what life on the new earth looks 
like, and that is quite fine. But if we can "meditate" on our construction, it will 
provide us with an exact characterization of the new earth (See note 15). "See" the 
ultimate realization of the ellipse: it is a circle, but the organic nature of the ellipse is 
assumed and elevated to a supra-organic living circle. The rays of the final circle 
realization are not extended rays; instead, the extension, the organic nature of the 
elliptical rays, is assumed and elevated to supra-organic living rays. Thus, the final 
circle realization is a circular line that can pair with its rays to form an image, and it 
must pair to form an image in an opposite relation to the image in the ellipse. The 
circle, as a circle, represents "rest"; as an inorganic circle, it represents inorganic rest; 
as an extended circle or ellipse, it represents organic life; and as the ultimate 
realization of the ellipse, it represents again rest, but now supra-organic living rest, 
objectively living rest, fundamentally completed realization of the living rest of the 
Subject or the Force. The supra-organic circle is the baseline of the ultimate, 
"highest" objectification of the one Creative Force. 


I said: Our construction will not "precisely" tell us what life on the new earth 


looks like, and that is very good. Why is that so good? For those who have 
understood everything preceding, the answer is obvious. It is good because our 
wonder must remain open. It is good because, as living humans, we must experience 
a powerful vision of life, certain yet not dead-secure and solely predictable, certain 
yet full of surprises. It is good because our perception must be a creative perception. 
We construct our constructions out of and into the perception of objectivity and thus 
also out of and into the experience of the Force. Now, the Force is Creative Force. 
Positive-mystical perception is thus positively-creative perception; it creates and 
recreates as perception its own objectivity: thus, we create and recreate the real earth 
in and through our perception. And this is precisely the distinction between creating 
and producing: the creator creates out of deepest intimacy and not according to a 
predetermined plan or example, and therefore he always encounters surprises, while 
the producer makes something according to a predetermined plan or example and 
thus does not know essential surprises. The only surprise for the producer is whether 
or not his product succeeds. But that is not a surprise; it is merely a stroke of luck or 
misfortune. 


The distinguishing mark of a person who cannot yet create is curious, cautious 
precision. 


The distinguishing mark of a person who can indeed create is truth-loving, 
transparent exactness. 


In the first half of the lecture, we discussed the happiness of the positive 
mystic, his "ecstasy." This ecstasy, in which all intoxication or "exaltation" is 
presupposed and transcended, we learned to recognize as a temporary celebration: the 
temporary foretaste of the beauty of the new earth in its unity and diversity. 
Alongside this ecstasy, we now have another mental attitude of the positive mystic 
towards the new earth: his enduring, assured perception of the essence, not yet of the 
diversity, but of the essence of the new earth. This attitude is his assured, calm 
expectation of the fulfillment of his perceptions. This assurance greatly enhances his 
love for truth. He is not an optimist who comforts himself with false hopes against 
sad reality. No, he dares to see through all sad realities; he acknowledges suffering as 
a necessary element in the creative life, until it is fulfilled. He often even appears as a 
pessimist, for most people are unwilling to face reality and criticize those who name 
reality by its true nature. In truth, however, his enduring attitude, his "character," is 
neither optimistic nor pessimistic, nor the golden mean between the two, but open, 
open to all reality. He goes through life with open eyes that dare to see everything, 
with open hands that are always ready to receive and to give. I mentioned this as a 
mark of a creative person. Here now is his mental attitude, his "character": openness, 
thus a rejection of all artificial secrecy and a love for all natural mystery. This 
rejection and this love belong together. Artificial occultism is never found in the 
positive mystic. It is very important to say this, especially in our time. 


VIL. 
REBIRTH. 


The axiom of all mystical thinking and conceptions is the well-known axiom of 
Heraclitus: Everything flows or Everything is movement. 


This axiom is thoroughly an "axiom." It is not a "dogma" that is accepted on 
some teaching authority, but a judgment instinctively recognized as true and becomes 
all the more certain, all the more positive, as a person thinks and perceives more 
independently. While free thinking dismisses dogma as dogma, free thinking explores 
the axiom to increasingly precise understanding. Dogma requires belief; the axiom is 
belief. Dogma demands belief because it does not bring with it a natural, free, 
undying belief. The axiom, however, is belief; the axiom is nothing other than a 
general human judgment that all people instinctively accept as correct, as something 
they must accept due to their own inalienable natural drive. In this acceptance, one 
person may be more reflective than another, but no person will deny an axiom. For an 
axiom is not a coercion from an authority, which I might doubt in my hidden 
innermost self, but a demand of human nature itself, to which we surrender with less 
reservation, the more naturally free we can be. Thus, for example, it is an "axiom" 
and not a "dogma" that something exists, whatever that "something" may be. Thus, 
Heraclitus’s statement is an axiom and not a dogma. For all people, with varying 
degrees of reflection, believe, out of the pressing demand of their own instinct, that 
everything is movement. 


An axiom is also distinct from a purely intellectual "principle," which is merely 
a Starting point for "conclusions" or a basis for expanding human knowledge. No, an 
axiom is a continual and immediate act of human natural instinct: human "belief." An 
axiom is continuous and immediate awareness of the human as a free, formative 
force, which moves and therefore has counter-being: its own movement. Thus, the 
axiom of Heraclitus is the preeminent axiom. 


The statement "everything is movement" is actually all-encompassing and 
ambiguous, as it can carry both an affirming and a denying meaning. In both senses, 
it is a fundamental expression of human instinctive consciousness. In its denying 
sense, it reflects that consciousness during times of fatigue; in its affirming sense, it 
reflects that consciousness during times of fresh vitality. Without this all- 
encompassing ambiguity, the axiom would not be entirely true. Human instinct is not 
always and everywhere actively creative; it is also often fatigued, yet it remains the 
same instinct. Therefore, the axiom, which fundamentally expresses the 
consciousness of human instinct, must be ambiguous; it must express instinctual 
consciousness in both fatigue and vitality. 


In its denying sense, "everything is movement" means that nothing is steadfast, 
that everything perishes. In this sense, melancholic poets sing that life is but smoke, 


that all things are fleeting ships in a dark night, and that it is so "hasslich eingerichtet" 
(badly arranged) that the hour of parting comes so quickly, etc., all confessions of 
fatigue in human instinct itself. This fatigue and the accompanying sorrowfulness are 
certainly very natural. But as long as it grips us, we do not experience the axiom in its 
affirming, creative sense. Yet this fatigue is valuable: it is there to be transcended into 
the experience of rest, into the experience of living rest, which is the mature 
experience of Creation itself. In that mature experience, no fatigue is possible 
because it experiences the Power as rest and life in unity. 


In an affirming sense, the statement "everything is movement" means that the 
entire reality as reality is movement, that only movement is reality, and that non- 
movement is identical to non-existence. Those who experience the axiom in this 
affirming sense rejoice in the essential movement because they rejoice in reality 
itself. They take pleasure in the passive movement of objectivity: the more it 
transitions from movement to movement, the more real it must be. They also take joy 
in the active movement of power: the more they experience power as fundamentally 
moving, as both destructive and creative, the more they perceive it as the one Power 
from which everything lives, and thus the more they recognize it as their own Power, 
the Life of their life. This is the joy of pure fidelity, the uplifted life fidelity, which 
loves everything because everything comes from and returns to one Power, and is 
therefore not attached to any one thing. 


In this course, we have learned to experience the mystical axiom in the 
affirming sense and to "positivize" it; we have learned to see objectivity as 
movement, and to see it "positively," as controllable and exact. We constructed the 
whole objectivity in broad strokes, as movement and movement of movement: the 
plastic bodily movement as movement of the plastic center, the plastic center as 
movement of line and ray, the line as movement of rays, the rays as movement of the 
spatial center, and the spatial center as movement of the self-determination of power. 
This line of thought starts entirely from what is immediately "given" in nature. 
Reality is, as immediately given reality, tangible, plastic reality. We start from this 
and lead into it, and ultimately arrive at the spatial center, which no longer allows for 
an introduction into objectivity and immediately brings us to the experience of 
subjectivity, the self-determined power. But once we have experienced the self- 
determined power, we go back and lead out, from spatial center to ray, from ray to 
line, from both ray and line to the plastic center, from plastic center to bodily 
representation. And now? Have we not yet further to lead the objective movement? 
Certainly. If plasticity is complete movement (and it is, because it is complete, 
objective reality), then it must also be essentially moved and changed. And how will 
it, as Movement, essentially change? It was born into unity from ray and line 
movement, so its essential change can initially only be the separation of this unity 
back into the duality of ray and line; initially, because this duality must also move or 
change fundamentally: it must again merge into new plasticity. Every plasticity 
separates into horizontal and vertical movement, which then reunites into new 
plasticity. This is the law of cosmic separation and reunion. The following figure 


represents a conceptual understanding of this law: 


Fig. XII. 


PL 


The figure is clear: M is a spatial center, a represents a radial movement, b a 
line movement, from which c, a plastic center, is born. From c arises a plastic form, 
indicated by a circular outline. This plastic form then breaks down again into radial 
and line movements (a' and b') to merge again into c', where a new plastic form 
emerges. This new plastic form, of course, must also separate into vertical and 
horizontal movements, which must then reunite into yet another new plastic form. 
And so it continues endlessly. Thus, the statement becomes radically and fully true: 
Everything is movement. 


We can easily recognize this conceptual model in our planets: Earth and Moon. 
For instance, let M be the solar center, a the radial movement from that center, b the 
force line of Earth's orbit, and c the plastic center of the Earth; then, a' would be the 
radial movement from Earth's center, b' the force line of the Moon's orbit around the 
Earth, and c' the plastic center of the Moon. These planets provide a clear example, a 
very primitive application of the law of cosmic separation and reunion. This law does 
not operate so primitively everywhere; it does not merely create planetary spheres but 
continues to work in very complex realities for us. We will soon see this law applied 
in the realm of colors, although it is not as easily recognized there as in the primitive 
planetary model. 


Moreover, this law exists deeply in all plastic forms, down to the spatial center 
itself. Its principle is the primary elliptical focus, and its ultimate central realization is 


the secondary focus (see Fig. XI). The primary focus is the origin, in which 
everything stands ready to separate or "perish," while the secondary focus is the 
central rebirth, the center into which and where everything goes to realize itself fully 
as the highest objective movement. The secondary focus is "secondary" in terms of 
originality but, as the ultimate central realization of objectivity, it is no less important 
than the primary focus. 


If we carefully meditate on Fig. XII once more, we observe a very peculiar 
interrelation, a very peculiar unity between the two plastic centers. These plastic 
centers are, in fact, living concentric. They are not merely "identical"; C' is something 
different from C. Yet, there is a living unity between C' and C, with a certain unity 
and a certain separateness. There is no clearer separateness in objectivity than 
between plastic forms, for that separateness is the separation of fully depicted, fully 
defined reality. And yet, the plastic center C' is an intimate repetition of C. For C 
creates C' through the reunification of cosmic movements in which it divides itself. 
How would we describe this intimate unity and separateness with a single Dutch 
word? I have already used that word inadvertently: "repetition." "Repetition" in a 
strict sense is a becoming again, a becoming anew, a becoming another time, a return 
to being. The word "repetition" indicates "the same" and yet also "not the same," it 
signifies identity with separateness. No other word conveys this relationship better. 
To confirm this, we can now distinguish between three types of continuity or 
coherence or unity in the given nature. We have already discussed two continuities: 
causality and development. We may now add a third: the continuity of repetition. 


Causality moves from thing to thing, from individual to individual, it moves 
entirely in the line and is the movement of the line alone, fundamentally a time 
movement. Development moves from species to species, it moves entirely in radial 
expansion, is solely expansion, fundamentally a space movement, expansion, and 
broadening alone. Repetition moves from plastic point to plastic point, from "soul" to 
"soul." It is not merely continuation, nor mere broadening, nor continuation with 
broadening; it is a separation of an image into its innermost construction elements, to 
rise again through the reunification of those construction elements into a new image. 


The first two continuities have been realized image-wise by making our truth- 
instinct itself conscious as completeness and recognition instinct, as the reduction of 
relative natural data to absolutes, in order to find those absolutes again in nature. The 
same is true for the third continuity. We have already found our construction of 
"repetition" very primitively in the planets, Earth and Moon, which, in fundamental 
clarity, almost seem like an intentional demonstration of the great law of repetition. 
Let us now rediscover our construction in the realm of colors. 


Under "color," we now understand the objective movement that corresponds 
with the subjective color impression. And by objective movement, we mean 
specifically image-forming movement; purely causal color explanations based on 
"vibrations" are acknowledged but do not concern us here, as we are only interested 


in an essential perception of objectivity as image or image element. 


The body, as a fully depicted body, is colorless. This means much more than 
the well-known statement by physicists that colors are not properties of bodies. It 
means that the body, as a perceptible entity, as truth, is "form" or "closed surface," 
and that this surface is perceptible not through color, but through the interplay of light 
and dark. The sculptor, who represents a surface as a surface, does not work with 
colors but with light and dark. This is precisely the essential plasticity, the image- 
forming aspect of his art. The sculptor is not the quintessential visual artist because 
he works "in three dimensions," but because he makes a surface perceptibly alive 
through the interplay of light and dark. All black-and-white art, where no color is 
involved and where lines are more incidental, expressing nothing other than dark 
against light, is essentially sculptural art, even if there is very little or no "third 
dimension" at all. A painting, for example, composed solely of white and black, is 
essentially sculptural work. 


The body, as a fully depicted body, is colorless. Color, on the other hand, is a 
phenomenon of an image-forming element: ray, line, or plastic center. The three 
primary colors are yellow, blue, and red; they are essentially the only colors because 
all others can be reduced to these three. These three colors are phenomena of ray, 
line, and plastic point movement. In these three colors, we see the complete image 
separating and repeating itself. 


Yellow represents ray movement. The pure yellow color is a radiating color; 
yellow is the lightest of colors, expanding spatially, flaring out, "springing forward," 
wanting to be the center of spatial movement. 


Blue is the opposite color of yellow. As "light," blue is naturally spatial 
movement, but as "color," it contrasts with the intense yellow; as color, blue is soft, 
flexible, giving the impression of receding from the yellow center; as color, blue is an 
expanse, line, horizontality. 


Red is the convergence of yellow and blue. A "mixture" of yellow and blue 
yields green. But a living, intimate union of yellow and blue produces red. Red, not 
blue-red or yellow-red but pure red, is "radiant," the principle of complete imaging. It 
does not "spring forward" like yellow, nor does it "recede" like blue; instead, it 
"hovers" in space before the blue horizon. (See note 16) 


When I say: yellow "radiates," blue "recedes," and red "hovers," I am not at all 
denying that colors can have infinitely varied effects, for instance, through artistic 
color relationships, color forms, and nuances of various mixtures and placements. I 
am only referring to the fundamental, very natural, essential function of the colors 
and am quite pleased that this function varies into infinite diversity. The life of colors 
is indeed... vivid, but no one would say that blue is inherently a "radiant" color, or 
that red is a "receding" color, or that yellow is a "hovering" color. Once we associate 
the verbs radiate, recede, and hover with the three colors, we must say that yellow 


radiates, blue recedes, and red hovers, and nothing else. Now, these three verbs are 
fundamentally related to the three imaging elements: the vertical space radiates, the 
horizontal line recedes, and the plastic center is the living hovering point, the point of 
"still movement" in the body. Thus, we see the law of "repetition" confirmed in the 
life of colors: the fully depicted, colorless body disintegrates into yellow and blue, 
and yellow and blue then combine to form red. And this occurs not in monotonous 
plan, but in the multicolored shades that approach the absolute yellow, blue, and red 
in infinite variety. 


Which body is for us "the" fully depicted, colorless body? It is the Earth itself 
before all life on Earth, fully as fundamental spherical plasticity, but not yet a bearer 
of life. No other activity initially affects the Earth's surface other than the alternation 
of day and night, the light and dark in the most primitive perceptibility of a "closed" 
surface. But this surface opens up, and the Earth now "bears" new life, colorful life, 
which as colorfulness reveals the law of repetition. This is the essential reason why 
people are so fond of colors: they experience in colors, even if they do not know it 
exactly, the joy of the recurring life that "repeats," that disappears to reappear, the 
same life always and yet always different. In colors, we see the formative life at 
work. And indeed at work as life in the open phenomenon: light. Light does not yet 
give us a total pairing to observe with its opposite, sound; but within light is the 
pairing of yellow and blue into red. Thus, the joy of colors is joy in dissatisfaction, 
joy with a drive towards higher imaging... the only true joy of people who are not yet 


"in heaven." 
ok ok ok 


Fig. XII offers a conceptual representation of regular repetition, but not of 
complete repetition. To find a conceptual representation of perfect repetition, we must 
return to Fig. XI. The "secondary" focus and all the imaging around it is a complete 
repetition of the "primary" focus and all the imaging around it. This conceptual 
representation can be found in our real cosmos as our observation also embraces the 
nature data of human, religious imagination: the "heaven" is a concrete, complete 
repetition of the Earth. This thought affirms what Swedenborg saw in a precise but 
imprecise fantasy: heaven and Earth are distinct but also profoundly one; they are 
completely opposing images. There might be objections to the "old-fashioned" word 
"heaven," but it is unwarranted. The word "heaven" is not artificial; it is a genuinely 
born word and remains always new to those who can listen to it. 


Which Dutch word can we use to express "complete repetition" all at once? 
The word is: "wedergeboorte" (rebirth). Complete repetition is a complete return after 
a complete disappearance, a revival after a death, a... rebirth. This word is not 
"made," but a genuine word of life. It has long lived in religious language. In the 
West, complete repetition is indeed called "wedergeboorte," while in the East, it is 
referred to as reincarnation. The words "wedergeboorte" and "reincarnatie" 
(reincarnation) convey the same fundamental concept but with the distinction that 
"wedergeboorte" refers more to the content of plastic repetition, while "reincarnatie" 


or "reembodiment" refers more to its expression. 


The complete rebirth is identical to the absolute tragedy, which we studied as 
absolute construction in the lecture on the Cross Symbolism. The body of Christ is 
seen in this complete tragedy as absolutely dead and absolutely returned, disappeared 
from the individual images, and resurrected as a renewal for the whole world, a 
renewal thus in the origin itself of the cosmos. The Christ body disintegrates, dying, 
into rays and lines, which reassemble in the solar center. Constructively speaking, this 
is the death of the body of Christ "on the Cross." It is a separation into cosmic 
verticality and horizontality, and it is a return of Christ's soul to the cosmic center of 
our whole world to renew our entire world. 


We can now add to Fig. XI: The body of Christ dies completely and resurrects 
completely, by fully surrendering itself to the law of separation and reunion. Thus, it 
completely perishes into separate earthly images and is completely repeated or reborn 
into the heavenly image, where no more separation exists, but complete unity lives as 
total reality. And from the heavenly image, the body of Christ maintains an intimate 
rapport with our Earth, continually renewing it deeply and thoroughly: our Earth 
"eats and drinks" Christ's flesh and blood, and this "eating and drinking" is 
consciously experienced in the Christ-experiencing human. 


Of course, all this has nothing to do with whether the story of Jesus in the Bible 
is "historical" or not. This is a purely constructive perspective, but also nothing other 
than a purely constructive view of the absolute tragedy, which is identical with the 
absolute rebirth. If this absolute rebirth is a reality, it must be its imaginative truth, 
regardless of all history or embellishment. And is this absolute rebirth a reality? Yes, 
it is pure reality, entirely in the way of absoluteness. It is pure reality as the first act of 
our truth instinct, by which we reduce a natural phenomenon (in this case, 
repetition") to absoluteness, to absolute regularity, and absolute completeness. And it 
is also pure reality as the second act of our truth instinct, by which we find 
absoluteness again in nature. 


Where do we then find the rebirth? 

First and foremost, in the Christ tragedy of our Gospels. This Christ tragedy is 
not a natural phenomenon in the strict sense, but still a natural phenomenon in a 
broader sense, an eminent, ancient cultural phenomenon that we must thoroughly 
understand if we wish to make it our own and earn the right to judge it. The creator of 
the Christ story knew, more or less positively, the absolute construction of rebirth. We 
see this immediately when we know that construction in its entirety. The creator of 
the Christ story has dramatically worked out this construction as it should be 
dramatically presented: in relativity, or by approximation. The human who dies 
perfectly to be perfectly reborn—that is the absolute tragedy that the poet had to 
portray... in relative fantasy or relative historical reality. And so he did. The risen 
Christ is, by approximation, an absolutely reborn Christ. The risen Christ is, by 
approximation, no longer an image but a perfectly new plasticity. The risen Christ 


only briefly returns as a separate embodiment on Earth, and even then only to attest 
to his reality to people who need something tangible to believe in reality. The risen 
Christ soon disappears into a definitive ascension, and his angels say that he will 
return with greater glory. They say this to people who also need to hear that Christ in 
that greater glory will not be "here" or "there," separately embodied on Earth. For the 
creator of the Christ tragedy knew more or less positively that the risen Christ can 
only be called truly reborn to the extent that he is not attached to any separate 
corporeality. He knew this more or less positively: that Christ may truly be called 
reborn in as far as he is free power, revealing itself in imaginative power and not 
clinging to separate corporeality, but moving from form to form, from birth to rebirth. 
The Christ story itself is, of course, also a separate image, and therefore the reborn 
Christ cannot be "attached" to it. Indeed, the pure Christ experience makes that story, 
as individual Jesus history, increasingly disappear. But those who have not yet been 
able to understand the Christ story in its imaginative, inner-constructive sense still 
have to reflect on this eminent cultural phenomenon before they have "grown out" of 
it. 


There are also natural phenomena in the strict sense where we can clearly 
recognize rebirth and experience it firsthand. Every birth from human sexual union is 
essentially a repetition. Every birth from human sexual union presupposes a true 
death of a human, complete image, a death that, in its disappearance, is the principle 
of repetition. The human being begins as a child. Whether a girl or a boy, but above 
all, a child—neither sexually desiring nor yearning, but living peacefully ina 
complete image. A child, as an imaged reality, is complete; it desires or yearns for no 
other, opposite sex as an imaged complement to itself. Then comes puberty, and later 
the "adult" stage. The girl becomes a woman, the boy becomes a man, but above all: 
the child becomes a sexually desiring or yearning being. Its peaceful life in a 
complete image ends; the child dies as a child while it grows into a man or woman. 
This dying is a real separation into imaging elements: verticality and horizontality. 
The masculine is the vertical in the sexes, the rigid, original, giving. The feminine is 
the horizontal in the sexes, the flexible, reproductive, receiving. If we observe and not 
just look with or without a microscope, we can clearly see the absolutes of the 
imaging elements by approximation in the relative natural reality of the sexes. The 
reuniting of the sexes is thus a rejoining of separated imaging elements. They reunite 
into a child. Into a child first in the two partners, who again become children, who 
once more, after desiring or yearning, live in satisfied imaging. And this satisfied 
imaging is then realized in the birth of offspring. Thus, the offspring is a living 
repetition of what has died: the childhood of the parents. And this repetition is a 
complete repetition or rebirth, insofar as sexual union is an erotic love union. For 
erotic love is a conscious or unconscious rapport with the "higher world," the 
"heaven." 


Of course, the same principle applies here: we can only find an absolute in 
relative nature by approximation and in infinite diversity. Only in this way can we 
comprehend a relative natural phenomenon. For instance, this approach allows us to 


understand what religious intuition has meant by its belief in "original sin," a belief 
that, despite its diverse manifestations among different peoples, is remarkably 
widespread. The birth of offspring was felt as a repetition that seeks to be rebirth but 
can never achieve perfect rebirth because the offspring is not a completely new image 
but rather an addition to the many separate bodies already existing on earth. Thus, 
religious instinct perceived an imperfection in offspring, not merely as "nothing is 
perfect in this world" but because the most natural act of love is imperfect insofar as 
it not only "recreates" the parents but also "produces" offspring. Therefore, the 
religious instinct perceived this imperfection as a deficiency in the producing 
reproduction and even in the creating act of love, as far as it is intimately connected 
with reproduction; the religious instinct saw this imperfection as a natural hereditary 
defect, a natural original sin. 


Once we understand original sin in this way—not just vaguely feeling it but 
comprehending it—there emerges a compelling, unavoidable demand in our 
consciousness: Redemption! Redemption from the tormenting misery at the very 
source of human life. Imperfections are not tortures in themselves, but as soon as we 
experience imperfection at the very principle of our life, it becomes a torment. And 
once we have experienced it in that way, we desire redemption. And once we have 
positively experienced it there, we cannot escape the drive for redemption as long as 
we live.... 


How will that redemption become reality? 

If I were an ascetic, I would preach abstinence. I would say: "You know that all 
actions that create separateness also bring more bonds. Therefore, stop doing such 
actions. You know that attachment to a separate thing is imperfect; well, detach 
yourself from everything, including yourself. Chastity, poverty, obedience—these 
should be your ideals. Strive for these ideals, and if you fall short in that striving, do 
penance and repent!" 


That is what I would have to say if I were an ascetic. And this is how thousands 
have answered the human quest for redemption. But we now know for certain that 
this answer is not sufficient. We know now that a true force, and certainly a 
redemptive force, must be an imaginative force, and abstinence is anything but 
imaginative. Destruction can sometimes be imaginative, but negative abstinence 
never is. 


Our redemption can only come from an imaginative force. That, above all. The 
naive Christian knows this in a way, even if he doesn’t know it exactly. The naive, 
truly believing Christian is not an ascetic preacher. He hopes for redemption through 
the imagery of the Christ tragedy. He believes that Christ Himself redeems him 
through His life and death. He believes in rebirth in Christ. His faith is a vague 
knowing, but knowing nonetheless, that redemption is nothing other than the dying of 
our separate individuality to be reborn, to be resurrected in the all-encompassing 
imaginative personality of the all-human, the divine-human. That rebirth is 


redemption because it does not produce another individual but creates a radical 
renewal of the already existing individual—a renewal of individuality into 
personality. 


But with this, I have already said more than the naive Christian can fathom. His 
redemption is redemption for him, but not redemption for the positive mystic. His 
redemption is a belief in redemption that he cannot realize, objectively realize, or 
verify exactly. Our redemption must be one that we can realize, verify exactly. 


"What does it mean to die as a separate individuality and be reborn as a 
personality?" Given everything we've discussed, the answer is clear. It means opening 
oneself to reality as it truly is, as a form of imaginative movement. It means allowing 
reality to so thoroughly permeate your individuality that the individuality ceases to 
exist on its own, and instead, reality lives within it. It involves accepting and 
transcending the search for truth, embracing truth positively. It’s about becoming 
aware of the Creative Force behind the given reality. It’s about experiencing the 
heavenly imagery within oneself, in a positive and conscious way. In this process, 
you are redeemed and fully reborn, without generating another separate entity. You 
are liberated from the constraints of earthly separateness, reborn as a conscious, free 
heavenly force that dispels all notions of separateness or "sin." 


Naturally, this personal rebirth and redemption for the positive mystic come in 
infinitely many degrees of approximation to perfection. This perfection represents the 
ultimate Self-awareness of the Power behind Objectivity. It is a "limit" that the 
positive mystic never fully attains but continually moves closer to. That’s why their 
rebirth is a living, dynamic process, and their redemption is a continuous, evolving 
journey, not merely an external conversion or a fixed fact, but an ongoing growth— 
an ever-deepening connection with the ultimate visible reality. 


The rebirth and redemption experienced by the positive mystic is the only truly 
positive experience of eternal personal life. It represents a continuously growing 
awareness of the one, eternal Power underlying the diverse, eternal Matter. Someone 
who can vividly and precisely articulate this Matter is, in their deepest essence, the 
opposite of that Matter. They are, at their core, the Power itself and become 
increasingly aware of themselves as such. All "proofs" of an afterlife, regardless of 
how well established, are mere factual assertions because they lack imaginative 
depth. Those who experience their personal eternity do so as the opposite of objective 
reality, which they don’t merely prove, but point to; they don’t just observe, but see; 
they don’t merely consider, but truly behold. 


Anyone who has deeply explored their innermost self to a positive experience 
will no longer be curious about details of a life before or after this one. They have 
ample material in this earthly existence to understand inner rebirth and outer 
reincarnation. Their faith is a form of knowing—one that is rooted in truth and 
transcends curiosity, a knowing that continuously discovers new surprises in the 


present. Thus, while they may seek to understand the essence of what came before 
and what follows, they appreciate the surprising variations of the present, and will 
encounter the surprising variations of the future when the time comes. They wouldn’t 
scrutinize the afterlife in all its particulars, as doing so might spoil the wonder of their 
discoveries. Their sense of awe remains ever open. 


Nonetheless, their belief in personal eternity is a form of knowing—a 
contemplative, imaginative knowing. Even the naive Christian acknowledges that 
eternal life, rebirth, and salvation are fundamentally not about mere "piety" or 
"morality," but about knowing: "Knowing God and Jesus Christ whom He has sent." 
The naive Christian’s knowing is good but vague. We have refined this knowing in 
this course to a precise, objectively verifiable understanding through complete 
humanity. Complete humanity is not merely the half-humanity of intellect alone or 
feeling alone, nor a mere harmony of intellect and feeling, but intellect and feeling 
united in a Reflective Will, whose life is a form of imaginative knowing. 


Reflective Will! Let us understand it concretely, in continuous rapport with 
real, imaginative life: only then do we experience truly conscious rebirth and positive 
redemption. I previously stated that the natural fruit of human love life results in 
rebirth. I can now reverse this: rebirth is human sexual life, and completely conscious 
rebirth or positive redemption is a fully conscious human sexual life, the rebirth from 
childlike asexuality to living sexual freedom." 


And what is sexual freedom? Neither the objective man nor the objective 
woman is sexually free: both exhibit an observable incompleteness, a need for 
complementarity, and dependence on the other sex. Even the union of an objective 
man and an objective woman does not grant sexual freedom: sexual coupling only 
provides a satisfied image with natural "original sin." Yet, deep within all male and 
female objective dualities lives the Force, the Subject, the Counter-being of Matter. 
The Force is masculine because it is creative, it is subject, it is supra-masculine, as it 
is more alive than all opposites, the dynamic counter-being of all material motion. 
Now, human Reflective Will is nothing more than the realization of the Force. 
Therefore, human Reflective Will, whether in objective masculinity or objective 
femininity, is sexually free, free from all objective duality, and itself a counter-being 
of objective matter, a supra-masculine counter-being. 


This can be concretely experienced. It is not a "conclusion" from a "principle" 
but a mature manifestation of conscious rebirth. The person, whether male or female, 
who engages in positive mystical contemplation, must eventually come to experience 
sexual freedom, the concrete, supra-masculine unity of the two objective sexes. They 
must come to experience their self as Reflective Will, and then view their tangible 
male or female body as a past stage of their individuality, a "former" self, a "previous 
incarnation." This former self, this previous incarnation, will be dearly loved because 
they deeply feel that their reborn self has gone through it. However, they will not be 
attached to this tangible bodily form: they will not tame it through artificial ascetic 


abstinence, nor will they sacrifice their freedom for its sake; all sentimental sexual 
attachment with or without familial ties will be concretely set aside as "past" stages of 
their development, as assumed and transcended childishness. When meditating on the 
nature of the afterlife, they will not seek a reunion with "beloved relations." Let 
everything change and disappear, even their own tangible bodily form— they are 
Reflective Will, who embodies, re-embodies, and abolishes, and as the counter-being 
of all change, they know their own steadfastness. Even if they have created a 
worldview in the deepest love for the world, they will not pamper their spiritual 
creation and beg it to remain as it is— instead, they will command it to continually 
become a new worldview. 


NOTES. 


1) And through the artificial words. The essential distinction between 
"artificial" and "born" words does not imply a sharp separation. On the 
contrary, artificial and born words influence each other. 

The distinction between "artificial" and "born" words pertains to their 
character, not their historical origin. 


2) Concept representation, not conceptual representation. I use the indefinite 
genitive (concept) here because I assume the concept as a relative 
indeterminacy that must be determined by the exact representation. Compare, 
for example, "sense of duty" and "sense of a specific duty", "time difference" 
and "difference in a specific amount of time." "Sense of duty" refers to a 
general awareness of duty, while "sense of a specific duty" refers to awareness 
of a particular duty. "Time difference" refers to a difference in time, while 
"difference in a specific amount of time" refers to a specific temporal 
difference. 


3) When I speak of "movement" in this work, I mean movement in the strict 
sense ("motion"), i.e., the actual or working or living relationship of opposites. 
This relationship is, of course, directly or indirectly representational or plastic. 
Non-representational movement, e.g., "vibration", is not movement in the strict 
sense but only displacement ("Mouvement"). 


4) Non-representational mathematics is a non-representational expression of 
this instinct for absoluteness and recognition. It reduces relative natural data to 
absolute, non-representational quantity and recognizes that quantity in the 
relative natural reality through its "probability calculation." 


5) For completeness, this: 
The complete unity of force and matter is the unity of their boundary: 
consciousness and form. But that unity is, "to begin with", the unity of their 
beginning or origin. That beginning is on the side of matter: the spatial center. 
That beginning is on the side of force: being. Therefore, the spatial center, 
defined from the side of force, is the "placing" of the force. The spatial center 
is determined solely by the determination of force, while the plastic center is 
also determined by objective movements (radius and line). See p. 52. 


6) By “natural data" we mean not only the immediately sensory-perceptible 
objectivity, but also those results of scientific research with which people have 
become so familiar that these results are entirely integrated into human life and 
therefore no longer belong to "specialized knowledge." 


7) The sun, astronomically, is not only a vertical radial movement but also a 


body. However, in a visual conception of our human cosmos (sun and earth, 
but especially the earth), we do not deal with the sun as a solar body, but only 
with the sun as a spatial radial movement, as a vertical visual element. Only in 
this capacity does the solar reality have visually representative value for our 
earthly reality. 

Do not confuse the deepest spatial radial movement from the solar center 
with the sunlight radiation. The deepest spatial radial movement from the solar 
center is completely opposite to the force line of the earth's orbit and is thus 
"invisible" to our eyes but "perceptible" to exact imagination, perceptible as a 
visual element. The sunlight radiation is a visible manifestation of the deepest 
spatial radial movement from the solar center. The sunlight radiation stands in 
relation to the deepest spatial radial movement as exteriority does to interiority. 


8) Distinction: Open Absoluteness and Closed Absoluteness. Absoluteness, as 
such, excludes all "more or less," and it does so in two ways: open, and then it 
is an absoluteness of the first order; or closed, and then it is an absoluteness of 
the second order. 

The absolute circular line, for example, is, as open absoluteness, a perfectly 
straight line, whose center is at an infinite distance. In it, all "more or less" has 
been removed without any limitation; it is an absoluteness of the first rank and 
imaginable in an open figure (Fig. VI). 

The absolute circular line is, as closed absoluteness, a perfectly round line, 
whose center is at an arbitrary distance. In it, too, all "more or less" has been 
removed, insofar as we limit ourselves to the relationships of closed contours; 
it is an absoluteness of the second rank and imaginable in a closed figure, a 
circle circumference. 


9) The ellipse, which passes through the center of the Earth, is indeed subject to 
changes (e.g., due to the "change of eccentricity" and the "precession of the 
equinoxes"), but it remains an ellipse, and that is the only point that matters 
here. 


10) "Diversity" alone is not yet "whimsy." But infinite diversity is whimsy. 


11) Our consciousness can temporarily regress to that primal determination, 
which is a determination of and not yet in space. And this can happen so 
radically that we lose all grip on further determinations. Hereby the inner 
essence is explained of the peculiar nervous disorders that involve "space fear", 
hallucinations of enlargement of our own body, enlargement of distances, etc. 
Genuine healing can only be expected from imaginative insight. 


12) Youth, my son, is a deficiency that gradually passes. 


13) If all my deficiencies pass as smoothly as that one, I'll soon be perfect. 


14) This applies to the phenomenon of heat as a phenomenon "of" bodies, 
insofar as heat is intimately connected with the body. As soon as heat leaves 
the body, as soon as heat "radiates out", it becomes a phenomenon "from" the 
body and behaves like light. 


15) And an exact determination of position as well: this can be easily derived 
from Figure XI, once we adjust the eccentricity to the correct proportion of the 
Earth's orbital ellipse. 


16) After I had written this, I read Goethe's treatise on colors and found these 
characteristics of yellow, blue, and red already indicated there, albeit somewhat 
vaguely. Regarding yellow, for instance, Goethe says, "It is the nearest color to 
light.... it spreads alone broadly in luminous space." About blue, he says, "A 
blue surface (seems to) recede before us." He calls red the "highest of all color 
phenomena" and states that it arises from the intimate union of yellow and blue 
"from the coming together of two opposite ends." Goethe explicitly calls 
yellow and blue "primary colors" ("Mutterfarben"). (Zur Farbenlehre. 
Didaktischer Teil. Sechste Abteilung 765, 780, 794, 802). 

How unfortunate that Goethe also involved himself with "causal" 
explanations of colors. He had such a profound understanding of the essence of 
color as the objectivity of human-living color impression. Perception is a 
poetic calling, and this was well entrusted to Goethe. But causal explanation is 
a profession, a "craft" - and not a poetic one. 


